OSS 

tl *ai // /9/r- 


Mill 



OFFICE OF STRATEGIC SERVICES 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 


14 March 1345 


Mias Grace Tully 
The White House 
Washington 25. D. C. 

Dear Grace: 

I believe the President will find of 
interest the attached a«aor«ndua. Will you 
kindly see that it reaches his desk. 

Thank you. 


Sincerely, 



William J. Donovan 
Director 



O- Vo* 




f3F f*. 


OFFICE OF STRATEGIC SERVICES 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 


U Maroh 1945 


MafQRAflDOM FOR T3K PR^IDIOT 

I am enolosing a study which we have prepared on 
official discussions of criteria for the regulation 
of armaments. The study sets forth the chronology 
and organization of the disarmament negotiations 
after the last war; an examination of the discussions 
of population, resources, and arms expenditures as 
oriteria for limitation; and a consideration of Soviet 
proposals advanced during the conferences. 


3 


William J. Donovan 
Director 



OFPICE 0 y STRATEGIC SERVICES 
Research and Analysis Branch 


. R & A Ho. 2723 


REVIEW OF OmCIAL DISCUSSIONS OP CRITERIA 
FOR TEE REGULATION 0? ARMAMENTS, 1020-1933 


Description 

The chronology and organization of the dis¬ 
armament negotiations after the last war; 
an examination of the discussions of popula¬ 
tion, rosourcoa, and arms expenditures os 
criteria for limitation; and a consideration 
of Soviet proposals advanced during the con¬ 
ferences. 


”•» shinrton 


Q February 1945 


TABLE OF CONTENTS rage 

Summary....... •••••••• vi 

PART ONE: CHRONOLOGY AND ORGANIZATION 0? THE 

DISAR?-A!1ENT NEGOTIATIONS 1 

I* Introduction. ........••••*•••••. 1 

II. Bases of the Disarmament Negotiations........... 1 

III. Disarmament Negotiations under the Leadership of 

the League of Nations, 1920-1933. 3 

A. Before 1925..... . 3 

B. The Preparatory Coiamission, 1925-1931....... 5 

C. The Disarmament Conference, 1032-1933. 8 

D. Other Negotiations under Article VIII of the 

Covenant....... io 

IV. Disarmament Negotiations Unconnected with the 

League of Nations...... io 

PART T*70: POPULATION AS A FACTOR IN DISARMAMENT 

NEGOTIATIONS 12 

I. Discussion of Population During the Negotlotions 12 

II. Discussions of Related Problems. 15 

III. The Basis of Opinions...... 17 

PART THREE: RESOURCES AS A FACTOR IN 

DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS 19 

I. Introduction. ........ 19 

II. The Discussions of 1920-1927..... 20 














Page 

PART FOUR: LIMITATION OF EXPENDITURE AS A FACTOR 

IN DISARNAIJENT NEGOTIATIONS 26 

I. Introduction,.... •••• . 26 

II. The Technical Reports of the Preparatory Commis¬ 
sion, 1926-1927. 27 

A. Report of Sub-commission A.... 28 

3. Report of Sub-commission B.,. 36 

C. Second Report of the Committee of Exports on 

Budgetary Questions.48 

III. Discussions of the Preparatory Commission, 1927- 

1930. 50 

A. Third Session of the Preparatory Commission. 51 

B. Sixth Session of the Preparatory Commission, 

First Half. CO 

C. Sixth Session of tho Preparatory Commission, 

Second Half... 61 

D. Conference on the Reduction and Limitation 

of Armaments, 1931-1933. 74 

IV. Further Committee Reports. 76 

A. Third Report of the Committee of Experts on 

Budgetary Questions. 76 

B. Report of the National Defense Expenditure 

Committee •••••••• ....•••••••■• 84 

PART FIVE: SOVIET PROPOSALS DURING THE DISARMAMENT 

NEGOTIATIONS, 1927-1933 87 

I. Introduction. • .. 87 

II. Soviet Proposals for the Complete Abolition of 

Armaments •••••.••••••.87 

















Parse 


A. Effectives... Q9 

5. Armament..... 90 

C. Military Industries......... 91 

D. Protection Forces..... 91 

E. Control... 91 

F. Breach of the Convention. 92 

III. Soviet Proposals for Partial Disarmament (the 

Proportion-Porcontafio Plan).. 95 

A. Armed Lend Forces: Effectives. 97 

B. Armed Lend Porces: I'.atoriol. 97 

C. Naval Porces. 98 

D. Air "orcor. 98 

E. Chemical .orfaro. 99 

F. Armament Budge to .. 99 

Appendix A. Articles from tho Covonant of the League 

of Nations. . ... 193 

Appendix E. Quostion V (a) of the Questionnaire...... 105 

Appendix C. Provision in tho Draft Convention for 

Adjusting Lon^th of Militory Servico to Compen¬ 
sate for Deolino in the Birth Rato... 110 

Appendix D. A -loricen Proposals to tho Disarmament 


Conference for Reducing tho 3izo of Land ..n-.ios, 
and Discussion Arising out of tho Proposal...... 112 

Appendix E. Answers to Sub-ccruaission A to Ouoatlon 

I (a) end V (a) of the League Questionr.aire.118 


iv 


















Appendix P. The French Position....... 126 

Appendix G. The Hungarian Memorandum..........., ## X27 

Appendix H. Non-Quantitative Factors in ’./ar Potential 129 

Appendix I. Answers of Sub-comnission A to Question I 
oi the League Questionnaire.,.. . . 

Appendix J. Answers of Sub-canmission A to Question 

i (b) of the League Questionnaire..... 135 

i^ppondix K. Answers of Sub-commission A to Question 

II (a) of the League Questionnaire............., 137 

Appondix L. Answers of Sub-commission A to Question 

II of the League Questionnaire............ . 139 

Appondix M. Bib] iography. . 140 










SUMMARY 


PART ONE 

1. Part I, an Introduction to the succeeding parts, 
summarizes the bases of disarmament negotiations in the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, and the peace treaties 
that ended World War I. It outlines the organizational frame¬ 
work of the various negotiations held under the League of 
Nations from 1920 to 1933, describing the structure of the 
Tr©juratory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, and the 
Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. It 
merely mentions, without discussion, othor disarmament activi¬ 
ties taking place during these years which are not 3i#iificant 
from the point of view of succeeding parts of this roport. A 
bibliography rolevant to the several ports of this 3tudy is 
also included. 

PART TWO 

1. Population as a factor in disarmament wa3 not of 
major importance during the negotiations from 1920 to 1933, in 
fact, it was specifically mentioned in only throe connections. 
It was discussed separately in subcoMnlttco meetings with 
reference to a specific questionnaire as one of the factors 
ontering Into a nation's *.var potential; In the American dis¬ 
armament plan of 1932, it was proposed that size of hoi?e- 


security forces be linked to size of population; and finally, 
in the Draft Disarmament Convention it is providod that a 
nation may prolong its torn of service for conscript troops 
beyond convention limits insofar as a decline in the birth 
rate makos such prolongation nocossary to keep army strength 
up to a proscribed maximum. 

2. The question of population had also some boaring 
on the related problems of methods of recruitment, maintenance 
of trained resorvos, and natural resources as faotors in dis¬ 
armament plans. 

PAHT THREE 

1. Although natural resources and "war potential" as 
factors in disarmament plans wore discussed at all stagos of 
the disarmament negotiations, 1919-1933, the main lines of the 
argument concerning thorn wore laid down before 1927. 

2 . Thero was goneral agrocmcnt as to tho accepted 
concopt of war potor.tial in its broadest sense; however thore 
was disagreement over the dividing lino botweon armament 
proper and war potential. 

3. Thero wore also two conflicting viewpoints as to 
how to relate armament limitation to wai* potontial. The 
French position implied that armaments should bo allowod 
inverso ratio to war potential so as to equalize national 
ability to wago war; on tho other hend. Groat Britain 


tho United States and Gomeny wished simply to limit every 
nation 1 3 armament below tho level at which it could "commit 
aggrossion", ignoring war potential and thus, in offect, 
according to tho Proneh, establishing war strength in diroot 
ratio to natural resources. 

PART FOUR 

1. Tho possibility of budgetary limitation of armaments 

was tho subject of thorough investigation and 'extended dis¬ 
cussion among tho pov/ors. Tho question was oxaminod at length 
in technical sub-commissions of tho conforbnco which roportod 
to tho confcronco that it was feasible to report arraamont 
oxpondituros in a strndard form and that limitation of 
expenditures could be used as a mothod of ermamont limitation, 
either alone or in conjunction with diroct limitation by 
spocific enumeration. • 

2. Whilo thG technical sub-commissions wore able to show 

• 

tho technical feasibility of indirect or budgetary limitation 
of araaraonts, considerable opposition was raised against this 
mothod of control. This pppo3ition soems to have dorivod 
partly from the belief that qiiroct quantitative mothods aro 
simplor than indiroct financial onos and partly from fear that 
statos with hl$i standards of living or high monotar;* produc¬ 
tion cos1 3 would suffer from an implicit comparison. 



3. Tho objections raised by cortnin powers against 
budgetary limitation should bo evaluated in the light of tho 
fact that these powers raised equally strong objections to 
othor methods of regulation* 

PART FIVE 

1* In 1927 and 1928, tho Govominont of tho USSR 
presented two draft conventions to tho Preparatory Commission 
on Disarmament. Both Soviet plans differed substantially from 
tho draft convention which formed tho basis of tho work of tho 
Commission. 

2. Tho first Soviet proposal wes for "immediate, com¬ 
plete, and general disarmament" to take place within four 
years after tho acceptance of the convonticn, with a major 
part of tho disarmament concentrated in tho first year. 

3. Tho second Soviet plan called for partial disarma¬ 
ment undor n "proportional percentage" plan; it envisaged over¬ 
all porcontage reductions applied to all classos of armament 
(and effectives) with tho largest percentages applied to the 
most hoavily armed nations. 

4. Neither of tho Soviet plans was adopted by tho 
Commission. Some of tho main nrgum nts advanced against thorn 
wore that they were Irpr-ctical, that they were outside the 
fraraeverk i f the. Lcn<i.t of Nations, that thoy wo'ild not in 



thornsolvos provont war, nnd that thoy did not toko Into con- 
sidorction the socurlty needs of individucl rvations. 





I. IHTROD’JCTION 


The following port of tho present roports proaonto, ns 
o background for the subsequent ports, on outlino of. tbo 
various disarmament negotiations botwoon 1920 and 1933. Lotor 
ports rovlcY/ tho discussions of tho aoverol critorla for arms 
limitation (population, national rooouroos, arms oxponditures) 
which took pluco during tho negotiations, and of tho proposals 
for disamnmont mode by tho USSR. In the appondicos thoro aro 
prosontod o bibliography of sources and relevant documentary 
abstracts. 

11 • BASKS OP THE DISARrA?fi:MT NEGOTIATIONS 
The initial stimuli for the disarmament negotiations of 
1920-1933 wore tho penco treaties that ended 'Jorld V/or I and 1 
tho Covenant of the League of Nations. 

In accordance with President Wilson's Fourth Point, 1 
provi3ions for disarmament wore incorporated into the Covenant 
in three places: 


Article I made acceptance of League regulation of arma- 

i * "Adoqu&to guarantees given and taken that national armrmonts 

Wi 7, 1 bo ll rccucod to u c ln,, ' cst point consistent with domestic 
safoty.' 


mont one of tho conditions of monborship in tho Lcnguo. 1 

Article VIII stated tho need for di3t\nnr.mont and imposed 
upon tho Leoguo Council the responsibility for formulating 
dlsannomont plans for member states 

Article IX provided for a permanent caamiscion on dis¬ 
armament 

By tho terms of tho various ponco treaties with tho 

Central Powers,^onch defeated power "undortaki s strictly to 

obsorvo military, naval, and air clauses" "in ardor to render 

possiblo tho initiation of gonorcl limitation of the nrmcmcnts 

of a?.l nations". Sovoro disarmament was imposed on tho Central 

Pov/ors: their arnica were drastically roduccd in sizo and wero 

to bo dovoted exolusivoly to tho maintenance of internal ordor 

and to tho control of tho frontiers; the organization of the 

armies wa3 also prescribod in tho Treaties, and tho Great Gorman 

Staff was dissolved. Stato omployoos such as forest guards, 

customs officials, etc., could not bo assembled for military 

training. Manufacture of arms, munitions, or other war material 

was prohibited except in factories approved by tho Allied 

governments. Importation of arms was prohibited. !!anufacturo 

of poisonous ga3 we.3 prohibited. Universal compulsory military 

Tl Soe Appendix A for partial text of Article I pnd complete 
texts of Articles VIII and IX. 

2. The Troaty of Ve rsailles with Germany, 23 Juno 1919; 

The TreaT y oTr.TT Germain v/ith Austria, 10 September 1919; 

Tno Treaty o? T SuiT : y wiEh Bulgarin, 27 1,'ovombor 1919; 

Fno Treat" of If lotio n with Hungary, 4 June 1920. 


service was abolished. The army could bo recruited only by 
voluntary enlistment for a poriod of 12 years (25 yoars for 
officers). The German air force was liquidated. The German 
navy was prescribed within very narrow limits, and Germany 
was fqrbidden to possoss any war ship over 10,000 tons. 

Tho impliod promise of goneral disarmament following 
disarmament of tho dofoatod nations was contained only in tho 
Proamble to tho Treaty clauses on disarmament; thcroforc it 
was not, as tho Allied powers wore ropoatodly to point out, a 
legally binding condition for disarmament of tho Central Powors. 
llowevor, Germany insistod that tho moral obligation, at least, 
was overwhelming; to strongthon her case, she also quoted from 
Clomencoau's reply to tho protests of the German Delegation to 
tho Peace Conference, in which Clomoncoeu seemingly reaffirmed 
tho Allied intonticn to disarm aubsoquent to Gorman disarmament .\ 

V I• DISARVArtarT \£GCTIA;:10N3 UNDER THE LEADERSHIP OP THE 
LEAGUE C* - 

A. Before 1925 

Before 1925, attempts at disarmament were carried out 

T~* "The Allied and Associatod Powers wish to make it clear 
that the requirements in rospect to German armaments wero not 
made solely with the object of rendering it impossible for 
Germany to resume her policy of military aggression. They are 
? lfl O the first 3 tops towards that gcnoral reduction and limita¬ 
tion of armaments which they seek to brin^ about as ono of tho 
most fruitful preventives of war and which it will bo ono of tho 
first duties of tho League of Nations to promote..." Extract 
from tho roply to K. Clomenccau on bohalf of tho Allied and 
Associated Powers to '.he Observations of the German Poaco Dele¬ 
gates on Tho Fence Treaties. 


» # • 

by branches of the Longue itself. The first four assemblies 
of the League of Netions (1920, 1921, 1922 and 1923) adopted 
recommendations calling for limitation of expenditure on arma¬ 
ments, Tho first and second assemblies called for a two-year 
budgetary froezo; th,e third assembly invited nil nations to 
return to thoir 1913 oxpondituro; and tho fourth assembly 
rocommcnded that until a gonoral schomo for the reduction of 
armaments wrs arrived at, national expenditure should bo retain¬ 
ed within tho 1imit3 of tho current fiscal year. Results of 
those rocommendations r/oro negligible. 

The First Assembly also approved a Temporary Mixed 
Commission on the Reduction of Armaments to bo ccmooscd partly 
of military experts and partly of political, social, and 
economic oxports; this Commission was appointed by tho Council 
in Fobruary 1921. Tho Socond Assembly requested tho Commission 
to submit proposals to tho Council for tho reduction of arma¬ 
ments, preferably in tho precise forr. of a draft troaty or an 
oqually dofinlto plan, iiccordingly, Lord Eshor presontod to 
tho Commission a brief plan for limitation of armament cover¬ 
ing only land forced of the European nations. Tho Commission 
rojoctod this proposal, and suggested to the Council, as its 
reason for doing so, its boll of that no scheme for disarmament 
could be effective which was not general and which did not 
provide for some form of mutual security ns a quid pro quo 

* 




for tho roduction of rational armaments. Prom this argument 
arose tho decision thi.t. disarmament must bo linked to security, 
which was cvontuallv co lead to r. cul-dc-snc.1 
B. Tho P?»cpa ra tory fcnml ss lcn, 1925-193 1 

After throe rrs of concentration on security, which 
resulted in the abortivo Oonovn rrotocol in 1924 end had 3 orr.o 
offoct in bringing about the widely heralded Locarno Agree¬ 
ments, the League cf Nations returned to the problem of dis¬ 
armament. Tho Six ;h Assembly (1925) roquosted the Council to 
mako a preparatory study with n view towards a conforonco for 
tho roduction and limitation of armaments. This was tho genesis 
of tho Preparatory Commission for tho Disarmament Conference, 
sot up by tho Council in Dccomurr 1925. The membership of tho 
Commission r.es to bo mrdo up of representatives of states 
mombors of tho Council and roproccntativos of countrios not on 
tho Council (both members and non-members of tho Loaguo) which, 
by reason of tlmir geographical situation occupied a spocinl 
position regarding tho problem of disarmament.2 

T7 From 1922 onwards, n series of security negotiations 
parallolod disarmament nogotirtion3. They will not be dis- 
cussod in this report; hov/ovcr, their successes and failures 
roactca directly r.nd indirectly upon disarmament negotiations. 

2. Membership was later amended to includo retiring members of 
tho Council. The full membership cane to include tho British 
Kmpiro, Franco, Italy, Japan, tho United States, tho USSR, 
Germany, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Finland, tho Nether¬ 
lands, Poland, Rumania, Jugoslavia, Chile, Argentina, Grooco, 
Turkey, Sweden, Spain, Brazil, Uruguay, Venozuela, Persia, China, 
Ir^J^^j^^StatG, Norway and Canada. 



The Council made provision for two technicol organs to 
bo at tho disposal of the Commission: the Tcrmonont Advisory 
Commission of Military Exports which had been constituted 
under Articlo IX of tho Covenant; end a Joint Commission to 
Adviso on Economic Questions, consisting of two members each 
of tho cconomip, financial, and transit organs of tho Secre¬ 
tariat, and two mombors each of the onployors and workers 
groups of tho governing body of the ILO. Also, the Council 
drew up an all-inclusivo questionnaire to serve os a frame of 
roforonco for tho work of tho Commission. 

Tho first soesion of tho Preparatory Commission was 
held in May 1926. ^ho Commission set up two technical sub- 
ccmmissions and farnod out to then tho Longue Questionnaire. 
Sub-Commis3ion A was to pass on Military, Naval, and Air Ques¬ 
tions, and Sub-Commission B on "other aspects of tho problem" 

(i. o., political, social, and ocononic questions). Actually, 
Sub-Coronis3ion B simply turned its assignment over to tho 
Joint Commission, which in its turn sot up tochnicrl committees 
on special points. (One of thoso, the Committee of Exports on 
Budgetary Questions, continued to work directly for tho Pre¬ 
paratory Commission and, later, the Disarmament Conference)• 

The second session of tho Preparatory Corjiission, in 
SoptCT.bc r 1926, v/nc purely, for form's sake,- since tho Sub- 



Commissionc had not yet reported. 3ub-Conr.iission A finally 
turnod in a 176-pago report in November 1926; Sub-Commission B 
submitted a group of throo reports in March 1927. 

The'Third Sossion of tho Preparatory Commission, in 
March end April 1927 dre?/ up a Draft Convention on Disarmament 
based on the reports of tho Sub-Commissions and on a synoptio 
tablo drawn from proposed British and Fronch druft treaties. 

Tho first reading revealed many oroas of non-agroemont, and 
tho Commission adjourned 3ir.o die, in order to givo the indivi¬ 
dual govornmontc a chance to iron out differences through 
diroot negotiation. 

The Fourth Sossion of tho Preparatory Commission, in 
Novombcr 1927, and tho Fifth Session, in March 1923, did not 
achiovo a second reading of the Draft Convention. Thoy woro 
mainly concornod With two Soviet proposals, ono for tho complete 
aboil tion of pmononts, and the othor for proportional reduc¬ 
tion of armaments. 1 

The Sixth Sossion finally convoned in April 1929 and ad¬ 
vanced to the- second reading of tho Draft Convention; howover, 
tho text agroed upon in this reading was 30 unsatisfactory to 
^any of tho states that in the Tenth Assembly of t*-*i League 
(September 1929) many of tho so-called "agreed" points were 
TT See Part Five for a discussion of tho Soviot proposals. 



roopcnod. Tho Sixth Session had never formally adjourned; 
the Members finally reassomblod in November 1930 for tho third 
and last roadin G of tho Draft Convention. With this, the 
Commission,considered its work completed; it avoided setting a 

dato for tho Disarmament Conference, leaving this Job to the 
Council. 

C. The Dlsormrnent Conforcnco, 1932-1933 

In February 1932 tho Conforcnco for tho Reduction nnd 
Limitation of Armaments finally convoned at Gonova. The 
Conference soon prosontod a "study in devolution”; it organizod 
itsolf into: 

Tho Bureau of tho Conforonce — for deciding on the 
order of business 

Tho General Commission — for conducting tho general 

business of the conforonco; it was empoworod to con¬ 
stitute commissions and sub-corn .issions end did so, 
as follows: 

Land Commission 
Naval Commission 
Air Commission 

National Defense Expenditure Commission 

* 

Political Comission 
Moral Disarmament Commission 



Spocial Committee to Cover Chemlcul end Bocterial 
Woapons ^ 

Special Committoo on Effectives 
Spocial Cons.ii'ttoo on the Trade and Manufacture 
of Amamonts 

(Practically spooking, these sub-commissi ons 
simply duplicated technical and somi-tochnical 
work which had previously been studied in the 
Preporatory Commission and its subordinate 
bodies.) 

At the first session, the Disarmament Confercnco became 
involved in studying a proposal for "qualitative" disarmament— 
that is, for the abolition or limitation of aggrossivc as 
opposed to dofcn3ivo woapons. Also, it held discussions on a 
plan for disarmament prosonted by President, Hoover, which 
provided for the abolition of cortain spbeiTied aggrossivo 
woapons and for the reduction of all other armaments (ovor a 
certain "defense" contingont) by one-third. Howovor, no 
action was taken on either of these proposals. Aftor the 
first session, the Conference developed into a duol between 
Cormany and Prance over equality of rights for tho former: 
few proposals concerning disarmament were made at tho second 
session (December 1932-Juno 1933) tho main onc3 being "French 




plan" (which was mainly a soourity proposal) end a British 
Drr.ft Trocty for dlroct limitation of armaments (with figuros 
flllod in for tho sizo of standing armios). Both thoso 
proposals were still-born. 

The Disarmament Conforcnco actually nchiovod no con- 
croto roaulta; it bccono more and more storllo during its 
first two yonrs and, after the withdrawal of Gormnny in October 
1933, its oxistcnco bocar.o purely nominal, 

D. Other Negotiations undor Article VIII of tho Covonant 

Certain othor draft convontlons woro drawn up undor 
the torms of roforer.co of Articlo VIII of tho League Covenant, 
doallng with tredo in armaments and with chonlcal warfaro; 
thoso Conventions hod littlo or no boaring on the disarmament 
negotiations under discussion in tho succeeding parts in this 
sorios and aro conooquontly not detailed horo. 


IV. 


DISARMAMENT I.TGOTIATIOKS UNCOENI 





V/IT4-: THE LT.AGUE 


Between 1920 and 1933 certain othor disarmament confor- 
onooL woro hold boyond the framework of the Lcaguo of Nations. 
Howevur, tho particular cspoc^s of disarmament which aro undor 
discussion in tho following parts of this series did not entor 
into theso conferences; tho most important ones nro listod hor 
morcly for tho rocords 



Tho Washington Conforonco, 1921-1922. Thla reaultod In tho 
Treaty of Washington botwoon Franco, Greet Britain, tho 
United States, Italy and Japan, limiting certain naval 
armament on a tonnage basis. 

Tho Moscow Conforonco, 1922. Tho purpoao of this oonfcronco 
waa to effoct proportional reduction of tho armies of 
the UGSR and its Baltic neighbors; however, tho Soviot 
proposal waa not ocooptod. 

Tho London Naval Conforonco, 1930. Tills resulted in tho 
Treaty of London, inpooing further naval limitation on 
a tonnage basis upon Japan, tho United Statoa, and Croat 
Britain. 



PART TOO 


POPUL/ 


TIO* 


AS A FACTOR IN DISARMAMENT NEGOTI 


nous 


I. DISCUSSION OF POPULATION DURING TTg NEGOTIATIONS 
The idea that population is a specific factor which 
should be v/oighod in making disarmament plans was never care¬ 
fully canvassed by tho powers at the various disarmament nego¬ 
tiations between 1920 and 1933. In fact, tho subjoct made only 
throo entrances into tho long discussions 

Tho first of these was in Question V (a) of a Genornl 
Quostionnairo submitted in 1925 to the Preparatory Commission 
for tho Disarmament Conference -- should population (togothor 
with such other factors as resources, geographical situation, 
communications, etc.) be taken into account in drawing up tho 
scale of armaments permissible to the various countries? Tho 
Questionnaire was referred by the Commission to two sub-com¬ 
missions, oach representing all the member nations. Tho sub- 
commissions dovoted littlo attention to Question V (a); in 
their final reports to tho Preparatory Commission, they merely 
generalized, as might havo boon expected, that the size, density, 
and arrangoment of population wore factors which affoetod war 
potential but could not bo accurately measured. (Incidentally, 
final reports of tho two sab-committees totalled over 200 
pages, only fivo of which wore taken up by the answers to this 
point) • 
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In tho Draft Convention on Disarmament, which the 
Preparatory Commission finally produced to submit to tho Dis¬ 
armament Conforcnco proper, tho only nontion of population is 
connected with the length of military service; at the sugges¬ 
ts, of the Belgian delogato, Article 0 of the Convention pro¬ 
vided that a nation was to bo allowed to prolong its term of 
service for conscripts beyond the convention limits insofar as 
a doolino in the birth rato hod medo such prolongation nooossary 
to keep amystrength up to tho maximum allowed in tho treaty. 

All tho states represented acquloscod in Article 8. 

Lator, during tho Conference itsolf, an Amorlcan 
proposed disarmament plan included the suggestion that popula¬ 
tion bo used as a measure of tho size of army nooossary for 
internal security in each state, taking as a standard tho size 
allowod tho Central Powors undor tho peace treaties and making 
special allowances, for overseas possessions. Additional army 
strength was also to be allowod for dofenso; this would not bo 
linked to population. Discussion of the Ar.iorican proposal as 
ft whole became so completely entangled in the French insistence 
on soourity before disarmament, tho German fight for equality 
of rights, and Litvinov*s periodic injection of the Soviot 
proposals 1 that the discussion seldom managed to focus about 
I. See fart Fivo for a description of Soviot disarmament plans. 
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a specific point. Howevor, the following attitudes towards 
tho proposition were suggested: 

Gomany, Austria, and Hungary wore naturally in favor 
of it, since it tended to bring tho other nations in lino with 
thoir disarmed state. 

Tho British Enpiro reserved judgmont; although lukownrm 
to tho US proposal as a whole, it would probably havo had no 
objections to tho relation of security forces to population, 
sinco it was claimod that British forces, taking into account 
colonial needs, were r.lroady smaller than tho suggested Unit, 

Tho USSR changed from initial ngrocmcnt to opposition, 
both because the US proposal recognized tho condition of 
imperialism (in its allowance for extra colonial troops) and 
bocausc the division of forces into two contingents, only ono 
of which was linked to population, allovvod taking into consid¬ 
eration "individual instances" to such an oxtent that nothing 
could bo accomplished. 

Prance and the smaller nations under hor influonco pin- 
prickod tho proposal from every angle, although claiming to 
agroo with it in principlo; they objected that the method did 
not take into account "socret" army strength, that it gavo un¬ 
fair advantage to largo nations, leaving small ones defenseless, 
and that it ignored the possibilities of nations leaguing togot- 



hor. In other words, tholr view wns that security must bo 
arranged before any disarmament plan would be acceptable. 

11 • DISCUSS IONS OF RELATED PRnpr/EHg 

Although theso are tho only specific montions of tho 
population factor, the attitudes of the states to certain 
related problems havo sene bearing on tho question. Of those 
problems, tho most frequently recurring wore those concerning 
methods of recruitment, maintenance of trained reserves, and 
natural resources as a faotor in disarmament plans. 

Thu interesting fact about tho issue of voluntary 
recruitment versus conscription wrs that states did not divide 
along population linos but according to traditional methods. 
Franco strongly favored consorlption as tho only possible 
method, coupled with short terms of service (except f„ r F* onoh 
colonial troops); she based'her stand.both on tho grounds of 
equality and on tho argument that conscription wns tho only 
method whereby n state, with a small population could maintain 
a strong amy. On the other hand, well-populated states such 
as Sussia also favorod conscription (and Germany favored it if 
she wore to bo allowed to havo it), whereas states ranging in 
population fran the United Status to the Balkan countries 
favored standing armies. This difference did not becomo a bone 
of contention; the problem was solved rather early.by agreement 



to rogulato noroly tho number and torn of service of effoctlvca 
and not their method of recruitment. Decision on what con¬ 
stituted on cffoctlvo, however, brought up the wholo thorny 
question of what to do with tralnod roservos. Upon this point 
Franoo was and remained intranslgcant: tho number of tralnod 
rosorvoo should not bo llnitod in any fashion. Franco insisted 
that hor relatively snail total strength nocossitctod training 
for all. Tho British Bnpiro and tho Unltod Statos, which orig¬ 
inally favorod exact limitation on tho number of trained 
rosorvos, agrood to a compromise solution that substantially 
gave wr.y to tho Fronoh view. Oorr:ony, during tho meetings of 
tho Preparatory Commission, also faworod limitation of trained 
rosorvos, simply bocauso the Vorseillos Troaty had onforcod so 
long a period of service for rogular army nombors that it tculd 
have* boon imposniblo to croato in addition any pool- of trained 
rosorvos« 

Anothor question -- what constituted war potcntiel and 

'■hot was its imnortnnco in disarnamont —• caused significant 

aloavagos.- As fnr back as the ncotlngs of tho sub-commissions 

to tho Prjpnratory Commission, Franoo 2 wanted to lncludo every 

TT doo ^nrt Flvo for more dotallcd discussion of this point. 

C. Also Argentina, Belgium, Rumania, Italy, Poland, Yugoslavia, 
Czechoslovakia, and Japan. 



possible el orient of war potential within tho scopo of tho con- 
foronco, so that quantitative limitations of armaments could 
bo based on strength in posse as woll as in esso. Gormany, . 
the Unitod States, and the British Empire,* on the contrary, 
wanted armaments narrowly defined and limitations basod 
strictly on armomonts -- not war potential. They wore inclined, 
however, to consider stock-piles and trained rocervos as arma¬ 
ments, and honco limitable; of those they had practically nono. 
although it was early decided to rostrict narrowly tho defini¬ 
tion of armomonts (and ovon more narrowly tho scope of limita¬ 
tion) , this general lino of division persistod throughout tho 
various conferences; the French from time to timo attempted to 
rointroduco "war potential"; tho Unitod States and the British 
Empire consistently frowned on such attempts. However, part 
of their unwillingnoss to reopen tho discussion stowned, not 
from principle, but from tactics: the French, in general, had 
adopted the delaying strategy of constantly broadening the 
frame of reference, linking each point with all other points, 
and insisting upon the "interrelationship" of everything — 
especially of everything and security, 

hi. tte: basis of opinions 

This suggests a concluding reservation: any opinion 
expressed by any state upon any specific point (such as the 
I. Also Finland, the Netherlands. Swadnn. P.ni n . 


influonco of population) during tho various diamamonb confer¬ 
ences must be interpreted at second or third, to oay the 
least. Evon by going back of the Assembly discussions to the 
Conforonco, back of tho Conference to the Preparatory Commis¬ 
sion, and back of both of those to tho so-called technical 
subdivisions, ono finds no purely technical decisions. In 
other words, since tho technical discussions wore always polit- 
cal, and sinco the political positions of the various nations 
wore not only related to thet particular docade but oven fluc¬ 
tuated within it, opinions on technical points wore often 
adopted, certainly not from impartial discussion nor evon fran 
considerations of military expediency, but frem motives in the 
broadest sense political or, in tho narrowest 3onsc, tactical. 
As such, thoy represent not fixed but constantly variablo 
opinions, varying with immediate political attitudes. 
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PART THREE: RES OURCES AS A FACTOR IN DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Disarmament negotiations betv/een the two wars may be 
divided Into throe stages. (This division ignores the sepa¬ 
rate naval disarmament conforenoos; in them, discussion of war 
potential had little significance, except very indirectly a 3 
it concerned maritime ccmmunications). In tracing the idea of 
the war potential through these stages, tho first period is by 
Car tho no3t significant since it was then that the lines of 
tho argument v;ero laid down. The prosont roport therefore 
covors this period only, The two lator periods wore devoted 
largely to extended discussion along the sane lines of argument. 

Tho first stago dates fran the Versailles Treaty to 1927 
(thq third sossion of the Preparatory Commission for Disarma¬ 
ment). During this time, in a variety of memoranda, commis¬ 
sions, and especially sub-cor.is3ions, the groundwork was laid. 
Although the discussion was supposed to be preparatory-and 
technical in nature, actually the positions oxpressod by the 
various countries continued to be held, substantially unmodi¬ 
fied, throughout all furthor negotiations. 

During the socond period, fren 1926 to 1931, the Pre¬ 
paratory Commission for Disarmament was trying to hammer out a 
draft convention. 7ow new idoas were presented at this time, 




oxcopt for the Soviet proposal for lnaaotilato end complote, or 
failing this, proportional disarmament; the negotiations are 
interesting mainly as a study of the oxtont to which tho 3tatos 
are willing to compromise. 

Tho third stago, 1931 to 1933, is that of the Disarma¬ 
ment Conference itself. Theoretically, this should have been 
the timo for roaching agreomont on method; actually, the Con¬ 
ference became littlo moro than an occasion 1 for distintogration 
in which oven tho spade-work of the procoding decade was ignored. 

Disarmament negotiations were substantially broken off 
by tho withdrawal of the German delegation from tho Conference . 
in 1933. 

II. TH3 DISCUSSIONS OF 1920-1927 

During these sovon yoars, war potential was discussed 
from two points of view — what it^waf, and what should bo done 
about it — i.o., how it could bo linked rrith arms limitation. 

On the point of definition there was general agreement 
when tho expression was U3ed in its broadost 3ense as includ¬ 
ing armaments. Besides tiic actual military forcos and fixed- 
defonso systems of a nation, tho accopted concept of war f - 

potontial took into account population (with emphasis on 3ize, 
donsity, and homogoneity); degree of self-sufficiency (or, as 
an alternative, control of communication linos); geographical 


situation (especially the length and strength of its fron¬ 
tiers); capacity to produco or import war material; financial 
strength; stocks of material; railway systons; political system; 
stability; otc.l On tho other hand, when the attempt v/as made i\ 
to differentiate between amanonts and v/ar potential, tho ques¬ 
tion of v/horo to draw tho lino was never settled, sinco each 
nation wished to classify as "armaments" only what it v/as will¬ 
ing to limit. Thus, for tho French "trained reserves" and 
"materials in stock" were not armaments, but the Fanama Canal 
was; whoreas of courso for the Unitod States exactly the 
revorse was truo. 

Assuming that war potential and armaments could be 
distinguished, two distinct and conflicting views omergod a3 to 
whether to limit a nation»s armaments according to its war 
potontial, Tho French position amounted to a claim that peace¬ 
time armomont limits 3hould bo set in invorse ratio to a 
nation*s other war potential: thus a nation weak in ultimate 
strength should convorsoly bo strong in proparodncs3, and could 
so guaranteo it3 security. 2 This position was also held by 
nations in the French entourago — Czechoslovakia, Rumania, 
Poland, Yugoslavia; it was also held by other nations which 
considered themselves vulnerable or "have-net^" -- Belgium, 

T~, See Appendix F. 

2. See Appendix F. 



Argentina, Italy, Japan (Japan, however, expressed few opinions 
on anything except naval disarmament), and, a rather Interest¬ 
ing adherent, Hungary. 1 

On the other hand, Great Britain, the United States, and 

, • • 

Germany, reinforced by certain smaller nations — Sweden, Spain, 
Bulgaria, Finland, and the l.othorlands, wore mo3t unwilling to 
broaden the frame of roforonco in this manner. Their position, 
roughly, was that armaments should bo limited to 3uch rn extont 
that no nation oould successfully cormit aggrcs3ion. If there 
could bo no aggression, thoro would bo no war, and the question 
of ultimate war strength would be immaterial.. Thoro were per¬ 
haps throe reasons for this conflict of views. In the first 
placo, as nations with strong war potentials, the first three 
countries would have had the lowest armament limits under the 
French plan. In the second place, thoro was the fooling that 
the whole Fronch proposal was merely a scheme diroctod at 
Germany, to keep her disarr.od while allowing other nations — 
and particularly France — to retain thoir relatively high 
lcvols of armaments.£ in the third place, the technical problem 
TI Sec Appendix G. 

2. "Thoir /Ehc Fronch7 objoct was to do as little disarmament 
as possible themselves••.while at the same timo kcoping Germany., 
in u state of disarmament corresponding... to the toms of the 
Peace Treaty...Look again at the question about a ratio of 
arnamonts for each Stato...Ono could not holp thinking, ns tho 
sohorno was expounded, that somehow or other x for Franco would 
como out at somewhere near her present armaments and for.Germany 
the armaments of the Peace Treaty." (Tomporley, MaJ. Gen, A.C. 

The Whispering Gcllorr of Luropo . Guru Tciaporloy was a member of 
TKq 'WWHWPttlcgationTo the Preparatory Commission, whore he 
sat in Sub-Commission A, and to tho Disarmament Conforenco). 


of evaluating war potontial in ccnparativo quantitative teraa 
wna 3ta6goring; and onco tho door was opened to non-quentita- 
tivo moasures, anything eould bo suggested as a factor in war 
potontial. 1 

It will be understood that tho opposing viewpoints were 
not presontod on the straight forward linos suggested in the 
prcooding paragraphs; instoad, they unfoldod gradually during 
discussions concerning, nalnly, tho definition of amaronts, 
ospocially of poncotlrac nmnnonts, tho standards to bn used in 
measuring the ornaments of one country against tho amamonts 
of another, the question "whothor ultlnato war strength oould 
bo limitod or whothor moasures of dinornament must bo conflnod 
to pouco strength", and tho acopo of tho phraso "roductlon and 
limitation of armnnonts". Those points of roforonco had all 
boon 3uggootcd by ths Quoetionnnirc whioh was presented to tho 
Proparatori Comission by tho League Council as a frano of 
roforonco for tho former's work. In tho long run, disousnicn 
on war petontial was to focus on the problem of limiting trainod 
rosorves. 

In defining tho general exprossi-on "armaments", the US, 
tho British Bnpirc, and Germany undo a- throo-fold division: 
pomancntly organized military forcos plus thoir motorial nnd 
T~, Sco Appendix H. 



oatabliahraonta; roaorvoa of material and of men; and "ultimate 
war forcca croatod during hoatllltloa by mo ona of the gonoral 
roaourooa at the dlapoaal of each country." Then they nado 
the careful diatlnction that theao goncral reaourcca thcnaolvea 
woro not ornament• atrlotly apoaklng. 

On tlw othor hand, the French achool hold that thcro 
waa peacetime arruuronta and wartime arnamonta. Tho former 
corroapondod to permanently orgonlzod military farcoa; tho 
lattor lnoluded tralnod roaorvoa and atocka, material whloh 
could bo roquiaitlonod, and "all othor pcraonnol and notorial 
that can bo brought Into action" — i.r., a nation*a roaourooa.1 

P’ran thla, it followod thrt in defining poacotlno ama- 
nont.a, Franco oxcludod trained roaorvoa and atock-pilos, whore- 
na tho Britlah Ffcpiro, and Oemnny included then. On tho othor 
hand, Franco wlohod to in^ludo "any adaptation of tho googrr.ph- 
icnl foaturco of tho country with a view to war" and "any adap¬ 
tation of tho induatry of a country with a view to war capable 
of boing used without coaaurca of nobilizaticn." Tho US 
objoctod to both of theao lncluaiona, and tho Britlah Er.piro 
to tho latter.^ 

Finally, carrying thla definition through to a logical 
concluaicn, ainoo tho Proparctory Conniaaion aa n whole load 


1• Soo Appondlx I. 
2. Sco Appendix J. 



docidod that only peacetimo strength could be linitod,! France 
had adopted the position of wishing to exclude from regulation 
her trained resorves and stocks of matorial. On the other hand, 
in discussing standards to bo used In noasuring the armononts 
of ono country against the armaments of another. Franco con¬ 
tinually claimed that, since resources v;ero inextricably connect¬ 
ed with armanonts, thoy should be takor. into consideration in 
any attempt to sot up such guidos; tho other group of nations 
did not oppose this stand in principle, but contontod them¬ 
selves by pointing out over and ovor again tho impossibility 
of roducing resourcos to a formula.2 

Sub-comission A, in which tho major discussions took 
place, held in all 51 meetings over a period of 10 months v/ith- 
out coming to agroenont on these questions. Finally, it 
embodied both points of viow in its- final report (writton for 
this roason mostly in parallel columns) which it submitted to 
tho Preparatory Commission itsolf in March 1927. 3 The lack of 
agreement represented by this Report was to remain character¬ 
istic of the Disarmament nogctiatiem. 

iv sac Appendix K. 

2. See Appondix L 

3. Most countries which sent a delegation to tho Preparatory 
Commission was represented on Sub-commission A: Argentina, 

Belgium, Brazil, British Empire, Bulgaria, Chile, Czechoslovakia, 
Finlana, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Yugoslavia, Netherlands, 
Poland, Rumania, Spain, Sweden, United States, Uru-may. The 
USSR was not a member; although she eventually joined' tho Pre¬ 
paratory Commission, she did not do so until 1927, after the 
Sub-commission had finished Its a t • r r 1 or _ 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Limitation- of arraamont expenditure was one of tho 
methods of effecting disarmament cost thoroughly aanvnosod 
during the disarmament negotiations after World War I. At 
almost every session, tho Preparatory Commission on Disarma¬ 
ment 2 argued tho case of budgetary versus direct limitation. 

At tho samo time, it authorized a series of technical sub¬ 
committees to study tho practicability of budgetary limita¬ 
tion and tho implementation of 3uch a method. 

At tho Disarmament Conference itself, less discussion 
took placo copcoming limitation of expenditure. Thoro tho 
dolegatos devoted most of their time to political probloms. 
Howovor, tho Conference sot up in it3 turn a Sub-commission 
on National Defense Expenditure; the sub-conmis3ion after 
reviewing the budgets of 19 states (out of 2V submitted to it), 
preparod a threc-volumo ropert echoing the optimistic eon- 

elusions of earlier technical groups about the feasibility of 

* 

budgetary limitation. 

T# tfho term 11 limitation 11 will bo used throughout to covor 
limitation and/or reduction of armaments: from the standpoint 
of this study, the problems arising from either purpose arc 
the 3 one• 

2. See Part Cne for tho chronology and organization of tho 





The conaidemtion of limitation of anaanent expendi¬ 
ture throughout thcao various conforoncea night bo chronologi¬ 
cally summarized as follows: 

I. The so-callod "toclinical" roports prepared by sub- 

co:l iasiens of the Preparatory Conmisalon in 1926 and 1927 

• 

(before tho third session of the Preparatory Commission). 

II- Discussions during the third and sixth aossion of 
tho Preparatory Commission, 1927-1930 and tlr fragmentary 
discussion at tho Disarmament Confcronco itsolf in 1932. . 

III. Technte nl roports submitted to the Disarmamont Con- 
forcnco by the Comnittoe of Exports on Budgetary C>uostion (in 

1931) and by tho National Dofenso Expenditure Comnittoe (in 

1932) . 

' Ix - TIE TECHNIC AL rj:P°RT^OF^TI^ PREPARATORY C0KEI3SI0N. 
Bfcfo^e the Prooaratory Connission to tho Disarmament 

it • 

Conference began its actual v.'ork (at its third session), it 
had farmed out to its two technical sub-conmitteos a ques¬ 
tionnaire drawn up by tho Council of the Loaguo of Nations to 
form the franc of refcrcnco of the Commission's activities. 
V/ithin tho questionnaire, expenditure on armaments had to bo 
discussed in tho light of two questions: first, was oxpondi- 
turo on armaments an adequato standard by which to noesuro 
tho a moments of one country against tlicse of another; and, 


second, could limitation of expenditure be used as n method 
of amamont limitation? Br.th thoso questions v/cre taken up 
by both Sub-commissions, Sub-commission A on Military, Naval, 
and Air Problems, and Sub-commission B on Political and Eco¬ 
nomic Problems. 

A. Roport of Sub-commission A . 

In its final roport to the Preparatory Commisaion, 
tho members of Sub-commission A reported unanimously that 
expenditure was not an adequate standard of comparison for 
armaments. On tho othor hand, there was a difference of 
opinion as to the officacy of limiting amnmonts by limiting 
oxpendituro• Franco, Italy, Poland, Spain, Finland, Belgium, 
and tho Balkan nations bolieved that this method was promising 
(although they did not wish to exclude the consideration of 
othor notheds); hov/evor, tho United States, tho British Empire, 
Gormany, Japan, Swodon, and the Netherlands hold that reduc¬ 
tion of expenditure on armamont was^only an indirect approach 
to a result which could be hotter attained directly. Tho 
declarations of theso two groups of states in support of their 
respective positions are significant, since they wore constantly 
cited during tho succocding negotiations. 

The French began their analysis of the first point 
(expenditure as a standard of ccnearison) with a careful 



breakdown of armanont budgets: thoy cover (l) expenditure on 
personnel and (2) oxpendituro on material. Expenditure on 
porsonnol nay bo further subdivided into (r.) oxpondituro cn 
pay and (b) expenditure on maintenance. Neither of these la 
conpnrablo between different countries, the former bocruso of 
the differences inpoaod by tho systoras of ccnacripticn and 
voluntary enlistr.ont, tho lattor because of differences in tho 
numbor of paid Knd unpaid services, different standards of 
living, difforont accounting methods, etc. Expenditure on 
materiel nay bo divided into (a) expenditure on upkoop and 
(b) expenditure on purchase (or manufacture) of new Material. 

Of those, the lattor i3 riorc inpertant. But it. is n;>t a use¬ 
ful yardstick, sinco for this purposo expenditure must bo 
reduced to cost prlco (a difficult procedure) r.ml sinco oven 
at thf.^ lc^vcl differences ir. real productivity intervene in tho 
calculations. Thus tho conclusion is reached that "expendi¬ 
ture is net a direct criterion of caparison botwoon tho nma- 
nonts of tho differont countries." 

Tho mxt question rrisod 1st In any ono country, can 
tho prosout lovcl of expenditure as cmp' .d to the prewar 
lovol of oxpendituro be U3od aa r guide? But this must bo 
done cith:r by ( 1 ) oxyressing expenditure in geld value or by 
(2) utilizing or constructing sere 3ert of arnnnont index 
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numbors. Either .method 13 open to question, especially in 
times of fluctuating values. .The first is inaccurate bocauso 
in countries with a depreciated curroncy the intornal and ex¬ 
ternal purchasing power of nonoy is quite different. ;.s for 

A 

tho second, the composition of any standard index (such as 

the wholesale price indox) diffors frem country to country; and 

• 

any specially-constructed composite would bo ovorly complicated. 

Furthermore, difforont nothods of framing tho military 
budget introduce additional complications: 

It may be calculated on a gross cr on a not basis. 
Military and naval establishments nay or nay not appear 
in tho budgets of war and naval ministries. 

Stocks may or may not be troatod as deferred charges. 
Civil budgets are somotines tho onos to provido for 
quartoring, subsidies to aorcnautics, grants to factories for 
tho manufacture of armamonts, etc. 

Pensions may or may not be included in the millt ary 

budget. 

Colonial dofense may be charged to the home or to tho 
colonial budget. 

Sometimes no distinction is made botwoen upkeep and 
new expenditure, whereas "this is cf fundamental importance." 

Sometimes working capital for manufacturing establish- 


nonts is not cnvorcd in the military budgot. 

/.lsr», q budget is only nn ootinuto; what la noedod lo 
tho not uni expenditure). 

And, q final dil'f ic’ilty, publicity of budget verios 
botwoon clifforont countrioa. 

After this list of rosorvatl no, tho Prouoh loelora- 
tion concludes that the percentage of military expenfituro to 
total expenditure, although not a standard of ccrapartom, is 
a factor to bo taken into recount in estimating tho military 
of fort of tho diff oront countries; but "it r.unt bo understo d 
that tho percentage...cannot f in part ef tho machinery for 
tho reduction of armaments 


Thi3 doclnratlcn ohould bo rolrtod tc tie general 
Fronch position on disarmament, i.e., nil possible factors 
nu3t bo taken into Cunsi doratien in ossosaing a nation's 
military otrongth; but no single simple standard cf comparison 
mey be adopted bocauso of differences in security. 

V.'hon they ca-io to determining methods of arra.uont limita¬ 


tion, the Fronch and supporting delegations efforod n plan to 
limit th~ nilitnry budgot, not as a porcontogo of total budget 
but na a set figure determined scparctol. (presumably at the 
Disarmament Conference) for every nation. To bo effective, 
.such c method wculd have to moot certain spocificotiino: 


/ • 
• i 
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It would have to covor oil tho oxpondituro on notional 
dofonso, no natter how Included In tho budget; 

It would have to apply both to the total expenditure on 
national defense and to each of the main divisions of this 
expenditure; 

It would have to bo basod on gross expenditure; and 

It must be applied in practice not only tc the budget 
estimates but also to tho expenditure actually incurred. 

With these provisions, tho mot'-od would havo certain 
narked advantages: 

It would bo "tangible and easily understood"; 

It would help to alleviate tho financial situation of 

States; 

It might compensate for inpcrfcctions in any direct 
method of limitation (for instance, it could encompass subsidy 
pr.ymonts); 

It would provide a moans of gauging the rate of pur¬ 
chase of new material; and 

It could bo chocked by public documents, thus posing 
no contrcl problem. 

The method suggested ran somewhat as follows: tho 
national armament budgot could bo divldod Into two port3, 

(1) Items for which a direct quantitative limitation was sot 



by tho Dlsomomont C.>nforonco and ( 2 ) othor Itous. Tho 
figures for pert ( 1 ) would bo calculated on tho br.sls of 
those direct imitations; for tho rest, figures would bo 
dotermined on tho basis of argmaonts advrnoed by the Individ¬ 
ual states. Tho maximum budget for each country would bo 
caloulatod on tho basis of rrosunt expenditure and would 
involve decreases In that expenditure proportionate to tho 
reduction of armaments ogrood to by the State concerned. 
"Provision may bo nado for possible Increases to moot apoolflc 
exceptional circumstances...o.g., tho necessity of completing 
or roeonstltutlng exhausted stocka, replacing obsolete, com- 
out, or unsuitable material, manufacturing or construe ting 
essential material, or. In tho case of countries with Indus¬ 
tries still undovnlopcd, making the noccosnry purohasos or 
adjusting pay, salaries and wages to the cost of living." 

Limitation would apply to expenditure both cn personnel 
and notorial. If the military budget Included expenditure on 
other heads than armaments, sucii oxpondituros would bo ox- 
cludod from limitation. Tho maximum budget would show sepa¬ 
rata total expenditure and expenditure by oatogorlos; also, 
it would separate new construction and purchase, which should 
bo 1 In'.it 1 for tho overall duration of tho Convonticn and also 
apportioned annually, with sent, provisions for flexibility. 



Tho maximum budget could bo modified only after Justifica¬ 
tion to somo sort of permanent disarmament council. How- 
ovor, the budget would be expressed in national curroncy and 
could be modified automatically every year in accordance with 
variations in tho cost of living. Exooution would bo scoured 
by annual production of uniform extracts from budget accounts. 

Tho French proposal opens tho door to numerous complica¬ 
tions and variations, both because of its insiotanoo that tho 
flguro of each state must bo determined soperatoly (after 
full consideration of ell relevant factor) and because of 

its multiplicity of required categories, for which soparate 
limits must bo set. 

In ccntrast to the dotnilod Fronch study, tho delega¬ 
tions led by the United States presonted their position in a 
few paracraphs: 

Thoy concurred in the Sub-eonr)lssion's unanimous text 
that "expenditure on national dofonae decs net appear in 
presont circumstances to constitute a standard of comparison 
for armaments." 

Furthcmc.ro, they were of tho opinion that "the per¬ 
centage of its total budget expenditure w'lieh a given country 
devotes to it3 national defense could not bo regarded as a 
factor for estimating the military offort made by that country 



without indxicing comparison, which would bo misleading and 
unfair...The total budgets arc franod on principles which 
r.ro peculiar to tho respective States, and military expendi¬ 
ture must bo estimated with reforcnco to tho requiromonts of 

« » 

national security and not to tho financial»situation of tho 
country as shown by budgets." 

Advancing to tho consideration of limitation proper, 
tho delegations further dovclopod this viewpoint: 

Direct and Indirect costs of personnel under different 
systems of rocruitmont are too variable for comprrison; 

Difforonccs in ratos of pay, production costa, main¬ 
tenance chargos, costs of lab- r and material, varying standards 
of living, variations in oxchango rates, and lack of uniformity 
in preparation of budgets would causo inequity; 

Direct limitation is technically possible and noro 
desirable; and 

VThilo comparison without limitation is possible, limi¬ 
tation without comparison is not; this alono will rule cut 
limitation by means of expenditure. 

r 1 _ 

Consoquontly, ”in view of the fdet that tho expendi¬ 
ture attaching to tho establishment .and upkeep of mioiients 
constitutes neither a roal measure cf such armonents nor an 
oquitablc basis for the limitation of armaments, tho••.delegfi- 



tions are convinced that a limitation of toudgotcry expondi- 
ture would not constitute in itself r. practicable or equit¬ 
able mothod for the linitatior. of armaments.” 

' This strong distaste for budgetary limitation soct.o 
to bo derived partly fren a fooling that "direct" quantita¬ 
tive methods arc simpler than "Indirect" financial cnos and 
partly from fear that statos with high standards uf living 
or high monotary production costs v<culd suffer from an implicit 
comparison. In fact, tho dolcgatos wore- concerned with ex¬ 
pressing disapproval of tho French plan, not with assessing 
budgotary limitation in the abstract. * 

D. Report of Sub-conr.ilsslon B 

Sub-commission D v/as to considor tho political and 
economic implications of tho League quesliennairo• Actually, 
it functioned as a referral agoncy. The double problem of 
expenditure S3 a standard of canpariscn and as a possible 
moans of limitation was handed over to a Joint Commission to 
Advise cn Economic Questions which had boon set up for the 
use of tho Preparatory Ccronlssion by tho League. Tlio Joint 
Commission not only submitted an outlino of its own, but 
suggested the neod for further study by budgetary experts. A 
Commission of Exports on Budgetary Cucstic-ns was accordingly 
formed; it submitted its first report in'Karcli 1927. 
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Tho report of the Joint Commission to Sub-ccraiasicn D 1 
la locaoly organized to answer the three questions: Hhr.t is 
neent by tho term "defense expenditure"? '.That is tho rcln- 
tion bo two on budgot expondituro and the. size cf arr.od forcia — 
thr.t is to say, con tho fomor bo usod ns a standard cf com¬ 
parison for the latter? Finally, is tho limitation cf defonao 
expondituro a feasible nothed cf armament linltaticn? 

In trying to r.rrivo at n dofiniti<n, tho Joint Cennis- 
slon points out that at prcaont differences in naticnal budgets 
nako "dofon3o expondituro" ar. indefinite sort c r tern. Do os 
it Include: 

Ponsions, 

Private military or physical culturo organisations, 
Llchthouaos, hydrographic offices, and eonrt guard 
stations, 

, Work of n civil character perform-d by military and 
naval establishments. 

Pelfco forcos, 

Expondituro for reads, railways, morcantilo merino, 
aircraft and fuelling facilities dictated by military re¬ 
quirements but often not included in military budgoto. 

Subsidies to privato industries capable of producing 

V, £>ubi.;l ttod to the Prop orate ry Ci emission as ne;ort ITo* 1 
of Sub-comniaslon E. 



war materials? 

Also, what is to be done aoout differences in account¬ 
ing methods? 

Shall the basis be gross appropriations or net (net 
appropriations are defined as expenditure alter deduction of 
various receipts, such as proceeds of sale of disused material, 
repayments by other government departments, contributions frcsn 
local authorities, and "sometimes even the yield of special 
taxes"? 

What is to be done when state arsenals are not covered 
in the defense budgets? 

•l/hat about extraordinary construction appropriations 
which are covered by loan budgets? 

V/hat about dofense expenditure distributed among local 
authorities rather than assumed by the federal government? 

How are stock piles to be assessed? 

Obviously, the Joint Commission was wrestling with the 
same problems as Sub-commission A. It came, however, to some¬ 
what more optimistic conclusions: although there is no direct 
comparability between states under r -present budgetary regimes, 
and although there is no immediate possibility of persuading 
states to adopt a standard budgetary form, still, a uniform 
standard model could bo extracted without too much difficulty 
from the individual national budgets. Such a statement could 


cover the following headings: 

Army expenditure ) under each of v^iich should bo 

Navy expenditure ) . Itemized personnel,.material. 

Air force expenditure) fortifications and other fixed 

property, and training 

• A 

Other direct charges, such as 
Police guards 

Frontier and other fiscal guards 
Voluntary and auxiliary forces. 

9 

. Although a standard model could bo drawn Up, the results 
should not bo used as a standard of comparison betwoen nations. 
The difficulties canvassed by the French declarations to Sub¬ 
commission A are reviewed as obstacles to direct corparison. 

The next question is: Could the percentage relation of 
defense expenditure to total budget expenditure be usod as a 
standard? Besides the non-comparability of what is included 
as'defense expenditure, there is the. largor question of non- 
comparability of total budgets. Total budget expenditure in 
some countries includes such featuros as working expenses of 
railways,' postal services and other public undertakings; extra¬ 
ordinary outlay on construction (capital investment); social 
charges in connection with old-ago pensions, invalidity funds, 
and the like; and a* share of State taxes due to provinces and 
municipalities. In certain countries, debt service roprosents 
50 percent of total budget charges, while in others it is 
insignificant. The varying allocation of funds between central 


tho national budgot, especially in a fedoral state. 1 Aft$r 
weighing those difficulties, tho Commission rejected percent¬ 
age of total expenditure as a standard. 

In evaluating limitation of dofonse oxpendituro as a 
« , 
moans of armament limitation, tho Commission hedgod. Bocausc 

of tho "possibilities of camouflage", tho mombors wore not 
satisfied with budget limitation alone. Howcvor, if tho con¬ 
tracting partios should agree upon specific maximum figures 
for offoctivos and raatorial, budgetary limitation would be a 
usoful supplement. If such budgetary limitation woro adoptod, 
expenditure on certain main categories of armament should bo 
limitod as v/oll as total expondituro; tho overall expenditure 
would provent expansion in the quantitatively unlimited fiolds, 

1. In an attempt to "find a basis for the allocation of ex¬ 
penditure between tho states Members of tho League," an analysis 
was mado of state expondituro "separating all »abnormal* items * 
which either did not obtain in all States or the magnitude of 
which varied considerably, from total expenditure. The remdin* 
ing 'normal* itans wore thought to give an indication of tho 
economic strength of tho various States, but it was found that 
a great number of qualifications had to be mado.- Tho total 
*normol ? items for Australia, for example, wore higher than 
those for Canada, although the national incomo of Canada is 
about ofce-third as large again as that of Australia. This was 
partly duo to the fact that in Australia tho oxpendituro of tho 
sovcrnl States, which had boon included in the normal items, 
covers functions which in other countries are performed by pro¬ 
vincial and municipal bodies* But evon if the Australian figuros 
wero substantially rcducod on that account, it would still be 
necessary to take inmo account the differences between tho 
political systems of tha two countries. Those countries 
would appear to const!tuto a striking example of general limita¬ 
tion of tho accuracy within which economic strength can be 
measured." (League of Nations, Preparatory Commission for tho 
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nnd categories might be thoso In which quantitat ivo 

limitation was somewhat difficult. Another suggestion mado 
wr.s that selected items of expenditure might bo good chock 
points on the extent of armament activity, but tho items would 
hnvo to be most carofully picked. Still another method of chock¬ 
ing might bo to take tho national expenditure for a key year 
aftor a quantitative limitation convention was in forco and to 
consider changos in tho figure afterwards as indicative of 
performance or non-porformnneo of tho Treat} torus. 

To sutsnarizc, tho Joint Commission was more convinced 
than was Sub-coinnissiori A thr.t budgetary expondituro cn armament 
could bo determined and could be organizod in a standard usable 
form. Put tho term "usable” represents something of rn over¬ 
statement, for this Commission also, believing that soporato 
evaluation was nooossnry to do Justice to the security noods of 
every nation, failed to sco in budgetary limitation alone ft 
satisfactory solution to such a complex problem. 

When tlw Joint Commission advanced tho suggestion of q 
standard model, it also suggested that ”it would bo of groat 
assistance to socur», the collaboration of.. .^cudgotar^/cxports... 
before tho nodal statement is drawn up In its final standard 
form." It was along thc3o lines that the Committee of Exports on 
Budgotary Questions advanced to prepare the report finally 
submitted to Sub-commission b. 1 

Tho membors swiftly concluded that no synthetic dofir.J- 

tioT?*^^||yj0|^ary expenditure could bo reachod; however, wlien 

T 7 Submitted to the Preparatory Commission as Report ??o. Ill 
of Sub-commission B. 




thoy began to compilo a list of items which should bo inoludod* 
thoy ran across no great differences cf opinion. Oh throe such 
itoras thoy mado special reservations: police forcoo troro in- 
el udod only Insofar ns the Military, Havrl, and Air exports 
should docido that thoy were a pert of armament; pensions 
wore oxcludod pending docision of the Cotunission to tho con¬ 
trary; and colonial forces woro shown soperotoly so that thoy 
could bo easily abstracted in caso special .treatment wero 
dooidod on for thorn. 

Tho members followod certain principles in drawing up 
thoir Trial Model Statements 

It must covor all expend!tares relating to national 
dofonse, irrospoctivo of budget classification. 

It must shot- separato lists of Items of cxponditai c 
for land, naval, and air armaments. 

It must show soparato expenditure on hone forces, colo¬ 
nial forces, and polico forcos. 

It could not show any such separation for naval arma¬ 
ments. 

In its preliminary Ton., tho stntonent ccnsistod of 
throo summary tables — on land, soa, and air forces — with 
moro dotailod cub-tablo3 for each hoadlng or sub-heading of tho 
mr.stor tcblos. Hoadings ca.ir.on to tho threo master tables wore: 



Maintenance of o ff ectlvo s -- this Included expenditure 
on pay, rations, clothing, medical cxponscs, otc.; 
also expenditure nooossary for \uilding up reserves 
of stores required to moet these sar.io neods at tho 
time of mobilization. Thoro v;oro provisions for 
indicating tho number of effectives and provisions 
for personnel not normally forming part of military 
formations-. 

Transport 

Barracks, Works, Buildings and Fixtures -- within which 
thore was a special sub-head for fortifications and 
dofonso works. 

’Varllko stores -- "expenses of malntcnacc, purchaso from 
tradors or manufacturers, and of manufacture I'n 
^Stato factories (including costs of oxporir.ont, 
inspection, and design and subsidies to manufacturers) 
of goods, materials, and ammunition, whether complete 
or in parts, intended cither for training purposos 
in poaco time, or for completion or increase of mobi¬ 
lization, as expenses of creation, and maintenance 
(in State or private hands) of stocks and plant use¬ 
ful only for purposes of construction of warlike 
stores." (It is notable that the Committoo specifi- 
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cclly mentioned the impossibility of unking a 
distinction undor this heading botwoon now 
material mid ma.torlal maintenance.) 

Ono hooding is included undor Lnr.d Forcos only: 

Training Expenditure .-- this is not /oll-dofinod; it 
includes military schools and auxiliary forocs 
but soens not to includo troi: Lng comps if thoy 
arc usod for any othor purpose r.s woll. Tho 
hooding was dictatod by the conclusions of Sub- 
commisslon A that trclning activities muot bo 
separately considered in assessing amnrent; and 
the Coraaittoo of Budgetary Experts makes it clear 
that under existing budgots this item onr.not bo 
• detominod with any dogreo of uniformity. 

Two cdditionnl headings arc given \mdor K. vol Forocs only: 
Kxpondlturo on Haval Harbors rnd Boso3 , and 
Expenditure or. Hiro of Voasols and Subsidies to th e 
Merchant Marino fo*» Dofonso Purposes . 

Ono hooding onpoors undor Air Forces only: 

Subaldloa to Alr-Trar,sport Jndcrerking^ -- this is in¬ 
cluded only in cos-: ony expondituro of this kind 
might be rognrdod, in pursue...cc of subsequent 
decisions by tho Commission, au o national defense 
expenditure. 






In addition to its major task of drawing up the Trial 
Model Statement, the Committee of Experts attempted to givo 
technical answers to some of the problems left unansy/ored by 
tho Joint Committee. Thoy examined with particular caro 
problems created by the variety of methods of accountancy and 
gavo their opinion that nono of these problems appGarod so 
great as to hinder tho use of thoir model statement. Similarly, 
thoy indicated that problems created by the pructico of carry¬ 
ing forward budgetary crodits from year to yoar woro tochnicnl 
and fairly easy to monago undor terms of the hypothetical 
Convention. They felt that tho particular difficulty fore- 
soon for non-industrir 1 countries (i.o., having to purchase 
armament outsido their o'./n borders and be5ng thus constrained 
to buy in large lots occasionally rather than on an annu-il basis) 
could be similarly dealt with as a special ease. 

On the other hand, the question of accounting for stocks 
of material already in existence was hold to bo incompatible 
with tho framov/ork for limitation of expenditure, at least on 
tho basis of existing national accounting systems. 

Similarly, limitation by categories and koy itoms was 
tested and found wanting. A category (in this senso) meant 
such a largo heading as "land material”, which was to bo regu¬ 
lated by on expenditure limitation in a Convention otherwise 


verdict on the usefulness of such a combination. Key items 
had been suggested as a possibility by the Joint Commission; 
the experts considerod thorn impractical. Any such items, they 
peintod out, would have to fulfill tho following characteristics: 

(1) "They must bo directly ascortainnblo from published 
and audited accounts. 

(2) "They must bo characteristic of either (a) tho 
v/holo or (b) cortrin specific dements of armament of oach 
nation (in tho sonso that they rise with any incrcaso of that 
armamont or of the spocific elomonts in question.) 

(3) "They must bo such that they ri30 immediately on 
on incrcaso of armamont, c.g., that the riso in tho itom of 
expenditure can not bo postponod until tho armament is actually 
mobilized nor sproad over a long period of timo. 

(4) "They must be such that tho riso following on <m 
appreciable incroaso of armamont is itself substantial and 
capable of boing distinguished from any probablo rise due to 
other temporary or secular causes." 

Point (3) would eliminate all items of expenditure on 
3tocks of finished or nearly-finished articles entoring into 
ordinary commerce, because they could be acquired too quickly; 
on tho other hand, tho cost of buildings other than fortifica¬ 
tions can be sproad over too long a period. Generally speak- 
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point (l); also, such buying could oftsily be caused by tho 
other reasons mentioned in point (4). And, as for warships, 
aoroplanos, airships, or tanks, if thoir purchase is to bo 
considered as a bench-mark of armament, direct limitation 
would be simpler than budgetary. Thoroforo tho Conmittoo 
docidcd that there woro really no such key itoms as tho Joint 
Commission had envisaged, at least not under existing inothods 
of budgeting. 

In submitting their roport, and oapedally in drawing 
up thoir nodol statoment, tho Cormittco realized that it was, 
in a certain sense, working in a vacuum. (Tho ono member who 
filod a minority roport gave thlc vacuum as tho reason for his 
dissent.) That is to soy, tho statement was drawn up boforo 
it was at all clear to what uso it would bo put. Thus, in 
itemizing a cortain number of headings but excluding further 
detail, tho Committoo was not taking tho position that limita¬ 
tion could be enforced soparatoly on ell tho spcciflod itoms 
but could not bo enforced on smaller onos. Its only commont 

on this score was that separate limitation of land, soa, and 

# 

air forco expenditure should not provo difficult. In fact. In 
drawing up a Trial Model Statoment tho Committoo was not 'oven 
necessarily furthering budgetary limitation; tho statement 
might very well be used merely to give publicity to expenditure. 
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(’Thia v/Q8 to bo tho proposnl of tho American delegation during 
lator sessions,) Tho Coiriittoo had simply boon givon a certain 
numbor of moro or loss abstract problems; of these, the most 
important was; Could a standard model statement covering sub¬ 
stantially all defenso expenditure bo dra-.vn up by tho various 
nations from tho budgetary material ready at hand? To this 
problom tho answer was clearly affirmative. 

C* Socond Roport of tho Con mittoo of Exoorts on Budprotarv 
Quo st ions ' — 1 - L - 

During tiic third sossion of the Preparatory Commission,^- 
tho Trial Modal Statement of the Committee of Budgotrry Exports 
v;as attacked as too complicated. Therefore the Conuiscion ro- 
quostod tho Ccmr.iittoo to continue its investigations, with 
tho object of simplifying the statement but keeping it "such 
that tho desired publicity would bo assured". 

In thoir noxt roport, following these diroctions, the • 
Committee of Experts condensed their throe main tablos and 
moro than twonty sub-tablos into ono nastor table, with sepa¬ 
rate columns for metropolitan l^nd forces, colonial land forco3, 
metropolitan air forces, colonial nir forcos, total naval 
forces, and total formations organized on a military basis. 

Only tho following major stub headings weru retained: 

Effectives 

Tl 3oe Section III following. 




Transpor t 
Bulldlnpss 
Warllko Storos 
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ond only about a dozen sub-hoadlngs were grouped under them. 

• 

In othor words, tho suxmanry statomont showed separately only 
abcwt ono hundred Items as compared with ever ono thousand 
rcqulrod in tho earlier draft, Howover, t.ils brief table had 
to bo acccmpanlod by o vory dotallod list of instructions 
indicating coverago. Thus, "from a tcclmical point of view 
it is cloar that oach country, in ordor to fill in tho rotum, 
will havo to proparo n document showing tho corrcspondonco 
botweon tho figuros in tho rotum and thoco in tho budgots. 

Such a document will bo tho koy to the operation of transferring 
tho budget figures to the columns in tho return, Tho Committoe 
did not considor it3olf technically competent to docido whothor 

i • 

those corrcspondonco documonts should bo actually attached to 
tho rotum." That is to say, whether the iinal statement is 
brief or full, approximately the snmo procedure of budgot 
reconciliation will hnvo to bo carried out; ossontially it i3 
simply a question of how much of tho process shall bo compul¬ 
sorily mr.de public, 

A few minor points woro changed: civil aviation, police 
not organized on a military basis, and pensions woro oxcludcd 
finally instead of conditionally; and it was stated that sub- 



sidios wore not included as a separate category because. the 
conditions which v/ould giro rise to then could bo circumvented 
more easily by other methods* 

HI. DISCUSSIONS OF T IE PREPARATORY CO *?*I SS T OF, 102 7-1030. 

'i'o a cortr.in extent, tho rooorts of the tochnicrl Sub- 
commissions on limitation of expenditure wore in foot technical; 
at least they attempted to confine canment to tho "absolute" 
value of such limitation rnd seldom compared the "relative" 
desirability of tho budgetary method and all other methods. 

This latter question engaged chc attention of tho Preparatory 
Commission in its regular sessions, *nd discussions on tho 
problem became oxtroncly involved, ‘-ho situation would hnvo 
boon sufficiently conplox If the ConnJ.ssion had first riocidod 
which of the various alternative moans of limitation -- over¬ 
all budgetary limitation, item-by-ltow qunntiativc limitation, 
quantitative linitatlc-r. of poroonhel plus budgetary limitation 
of material, etc. — it v/ishod to follow throughout',. leaving % 
details to be filled in only after tho broad framework had 
boon sot up. 

This method, however, was not followed. 1 Instead, 

T7 Although cortoin overall plans wore presented, for instance 
the Fronch Draft Convention, tho British Draft Convention, rnd 
lator at tho Disarmament Conference, President IIocvoi^s Plan, 
thoy were never concrotcly based on one .* :hod of limitation. 
Evon moro important, the general discussion was not focussed on 
suoh questions of principle. The two Soviot Plans for disarma¬ 
ment, on tho other hand, mmo integrated; thoy were iintroduced 
with the oxpros3 warning that unless their basic : rlnciplos wore 
accoptcd it would bo pcintloss to discuss then in detail. How¬ 
ever*, .Jdjc^.^,1 an s wero never made the basis of the Com is3ion' 3 
work, rrno Soviet plans aro discussed in Part Five). 



diacusalon took Plnoo upon point after point of a synoptic 

draft (Inter a draft convention) pieced toother from British 

end French original draft conventions augmented by scattered 

proposals from other delegations. Under such circumstances 

it was possible to deduce only by Inference what methods would 

bo approved in toto; solder, in the discussion, and never in the 

recorded voting was the Convention, as a whole, reduced to o 

bill of alternate oheioos for one of which each delegate had 
to opt. 

A. Third Session of the fr oparntorv Co -,1 

At the beginning of this sossion, both British and 
French delegations presented draft disarnanont conventions, 
ihe Fronch plan lneludod soparato chapters on limitation of 
effectives (by number), limitation of the period of sorv'eo. 
llpitation of air material, (by total iiorso-powor), limitation 
of naval tutorial (by total tonnage), and limitation of 
expenditure, tho last of which is partially quoted below: 

"Chaptor V. 

"Limitation of Expenditure 
‘'Article 19. 

"Tho total annual expenditure, counted per budgetary year and 
allocated according to Tables ...(Home forces and formations 
of the homo country organized on a military basis) and... 



(Ovoraeas forcos and tholr roinforsar.onts and ovoracoa forr.a- 
tlona organized on a military basis), shall not oxcood the 
figures approved by tho acvoral Contracting States... 

"Article 20. 

"In occh of the Contracting States, tho total oxpondituro on 
tho upkeop, purchnao end manufacture of war nntorial in tho 
strict sonso of tho tern for the duration of tho present 
Treaty shall bo United for th' land, naval and air armaments 
to tho roepoctivo suns fixod in columns X, Y, end Z of Tables... 
"Tho said suns shall bo dividod by tho nur.ber of years for 
which the prosont Treatylo to ror.ain in forco, and in each of 
tho Contracting States, tho annual expenditure on the upkoep, 
purchase, and manufacture of war material in the otrlct sonso 
of the tom shell not exoood tho figuro laid down for each 
yonr; novortholoss, suns not oxpondud during'ono yoar may bo. 
carried forward to the following yoar and added to the suns 
fixed for that year. 

"Article 21. 

"Each of tho Contracting States will proporo an annual state¬ 
ment of tho amount actually expended cn its land, naval and 
air armaments during tho preceding year and of the expenditure 
contemplated for tho current year. This statement shall be in 
tho form set out in tho Tnbloo... 



"For tho purposes of tho exchange of information laid uor .11 In 
Chapter VI, tho statement of budgetary ustimatoa shall bo 
communicated.to tho Soorotory tfcnoral of tho League of nations 
not later than threo months after the entry into force of the 
legal provisions authorizing the expenditure, ar.d tlie state¬ 
ment of the expenditure actually incurred shall be ccannunicntod 
at latest before tho expiry of the...month following tho end 
of the budgetary year and the full budgetary period." 

Tn other words, the French draft followed closely tho 
Fronch ideas as expressed in Cub-oonmi scion A: there was to 
bo limitation of overall expenditure; there was to bo limita¬ 
tion of expenditure by categories; thero ras to bo separate 
limitation of expenditure on new material; and, in addition, 
certain categorio3 of armament rero to bo llmitod by cthor, 
more direct mothoda. F6r theae, of necoscity, the quantitative 
limit would aet tho budgotary limit rather than vlce-vorsr.' 

This accorded well with the Fronch insistence that limitation 
for each state should bo fixed separately, instead of by tho 
application of any so-called "objective" standard criterion. 

The' British draft was very loosely organized. Chapter I 

/ • • 

(Goneral) provided that each Contracting Fcrtv should limit 
its land, naval, and air armaments to tho figures (quantitative) 
laid down in tablo3 of the Convention. It also provided that: 

"Each of tho High Contracting Forties will, while tho 



present Convention is in force, communicate to the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations, not later than...in the year, 
in the form set out...a statement of the amount proposed to be 
expended on its land, naval, and air armaments in the current 
fiscal year. 

"Each of the High Contracting Parties will, v/hile the 
present Convention is in force, communicate to the Socretary- 
General of the League of Nations, not later than...in each 
year, in the form set out...a statement showing the amount 
actually expended on its land, naval, ar.d air armaments during 
the past fiscal year." 

Succeeding chapters providod for limiting land armaments by 
limiting tho number of effectives, for limiting naval arma¬ 
ments by limiting tonnage, and for limiting air armaments by 
limiting the numbor of aircraft. Thus, the British were 
suggesting quantitative limitation with budgetary publicity 
imposed as a means of high-lighting action contrary to the 
spirit of the law. 

V/hon the British and I-'rcnch Conventions were combined 
into a synoptic table, tho four main chapter headings v/oro 
Effectives, Naval Armaments, Air Armament, and Expenses. As 
a result, it becamo difficult to determine tho exact scope of 
budgetary limitation; it wos also unclear whether limitation 


of, direct limitation of material. 

1 thin this indistinct pattern, Germany, the Unitod 
States, Sweden, and the Netherlands favored direct limitation 
of material and consequently opposed budgetary limitation. 

They advanced few new arguments. Germany, of course, opposed 
budgetary limitation for other nations so long as she herself 
was hold to quantitative limitation under the Treaty of 
Versailles ("nd the Pronch ma.do it abundantly cloar that 
nothing in the Disarmament Convention wao to abrogate any treaty 
obligation). Iho Germans woro also afraid that thoir nrosont 
emaciated military budget might bo set 'as their standard. The 
Gorman delegate. Count Bcmstorff, pointed out that budgetary 
limitation v/ould not solve the problem of aturial in stock, 
but claimed thet Germany was not opposed :.o budgetary limitation 
provided it wore coupled with direct limitation of land material. 

Tho Unitod States posited that direct limitation was the 
only sound method. The Unitod States refused, however, to 
countenance a control oemmission r/ith por 7 ors of inspection; 
this refusal provided the French with one of their main argu¬ 
ments for indirect control. Tiro Netherlands' delegate com¬ 
plained thet often expenditure roso without a rise in armament 
(for instance, when tho Dutch floet manoeuvred in tho East 
Indies); also, the method of freezing the military budget for 
a certain number of years had boon proposed at an earlier date 



in the Longue Assembly and was then rejected. 


■ On tho other hand, Franco, Belgium, end tho cortege 
hnbitucl of Balkan notions end Poland spoko vohemontly in 
favor of budgetary (l.o., against diroct) limitation. Thoir 
main contention seemod to be that diroct limitation was 
impossible; thoroforo tho budgetary moasuro should bo adopted. 
According to tho FrGnch, thoro wore three methods of limiting 
effective armament; (1) n nation could train only a part of 
its annual manpower contingent; but this was not democratic 
and could not bo stomached by tho continental conscription 
powers; (2) stocks could be limited; but this would necessitate 
a control commission, to v/hich certain states would not agreo; 
and (3) tho only other possibility was to limit expenditure. 
Belgium counterod tho objections of the Netherlands by claim¬ 
ing that'there was a groat difference between freezing existing 
budgetary expenditure and prescribing "equitable" budgotary 
expenditure. Poland supported budgotary limitation with tho 
added proviso that there should be "suitable compensation" for 
statos with small budgets. 

% 

r. The statements of Great Britain did not strongly support 
either method of limitation. Viscount Cecil, the British 
delegate, pointed out that ovorall budgetary limitation would 
not prevent aggression, since a power night shift the pattorn 


of the Convention, For- roason3 not clearly stated, ho insisted 
that the same thing could hold good for limitation by categories; 
such categorical limitation would also force overy stato to ask 
for a maximum fi.guro in each category to provide for flexi¬ 
bility. Accordingly, the British opposed budgotory limitation 
but admittod that it was wishful thinking to demand direct 
limitation. ’ • 

At this juncturo, it was clour that diroct limitation 
was out of the question (3*incc the Commission was working for 
unanimity) . A nation such as Swoden was thereupon willing to 
accept budgetary control of material rather than no control rt 
all. The situation of the United States and Germany was 
entirely different. It was imperative for the German dclogato 
to demand for other nations tho samo sort of limitation that 
had been imposed on Germany. Mr. Gibson, the United States 
dolcgate, claimoa that his country could not consent to budget¬ 
ary limitation — not only did the nation disapprove in principlo 
(as oxprossed in the declaration to Sub-connission A), but such 
limitation v/as also a constitutional impossibility* As a sub¬ 
stitute measure, therefore, he proposed giving the fullest 
publicity to budgetary expenditure on ornaments. This proposal 
also suited tho British. The Italian delegation, howover, 
objected even to publicity, on fclin grounds -that tho Trial 
Model Statement drawn up by tho Budgetary Experts was too c<*n- 



plicated and would induco unfair comparisons; ho also objoctod 
to the principlo of uniform extracts and thought that’ "frank 
rnd froo oxchangc of information undor the Leaguo" would bo 
sufficient. 

The outcome of all this argument was expressed in two 
articles of the Toxt drawn up at the First Reading of the ' 

Draft Convention, which was ndoptod at the closo of the session 
as a basis for furthor v/orl:. Under Chaptor II, "Matorial," 
Soction I, "Land Armaments", two alternate drafts wore listed. 
One, a Gorman draft, drow up a tnblo of land material for 
quantitative limitation based on tho Trocty of Versailles. 

The other consisted of Articles 20 and 21 of the French. Draft 
Convention, providing for indirect limitation. ( Tho dologa- 
tions of tho United Statos, Italy, and Japan made goncral 
reservations to tho Soction.) 

Under Chapter III, "Budgotftry Expenditure", tho Commission 
produced tho follov/ing least canmon denominator: 

"Wheroas it is in tho gonoral interost that oxpendituros 
on armaments should be limited, and 

"V.'horeas the High Contracting Parties aro not agroed 
at present on any satisfactory method of accomplishing this 
objoct, and 

"Wheroas the High Contracting Parties consider that as 
a preliminary to such limitation of expenses, full publicity 


should bo socured so that on a future, occasion It nr.y bo 
possible again to approach tho question with bottor hopo of 
succoss• 

"Article DA 

"Each of tho High Contracting Parties will communlcato 
to the Soorotary-Ooncrnl of the. Longuo of Notions, in r r.odol 
form, a statomont of tho amount proposed to bo oxpondod on its 
land, naval, and air amanonto in tho curront financial year. 

"This canmunicntion shall not bo made lotor than... 
months after tho ontry into force of tho logoi provisions 
authorizing tho expenditure. 

"Articlo DB 

"Each of the High Contracting Parties will conmunicato 

to tho Socrotcry-Goncral of the Lcaguo of Nations, in model 

form, a 3totomont showing the amount actu^ly expondod on its 

land, naval end air. armaments during the preceding financial 

« 

yoar. 

* 

"Thi3 communication will bo made not later than... 
months after tho close of tho fin-jicial year." 

The .Commission, in view of the obJocticn3 of tho. 
Italian dole gate, suggested further work b;* tho Committee of 
Budgetary Exports, the outcome of which has already boon 
doscribod In Soction I. 



B• Sixth Session of the Preparatory Commission, Flrat Half . 

At tho Fourth and Fifth Sessions of the Preparatory 
Commission, tho President had Indicated that tho tine was not 
yot rlpo for further-discussions of the draft convention, 
sinco tho various governments wurc engaged in dlroct discus¬ 
sions on the various problems which tho Commission had exposed. 
However, In 1929, when tho Sixth Session finally took up tho 
Draft Convention, agreement was no nearer than before. This 
was certainly true of the principle of budgetary limitation. 

The quostion was raised in connection with land material, and 
tlio issuo was more swiftly Joined botwcon the proponents of 
direct and of budgetary limitation. Tho sane arguments v/oro 
roitorated by tho same advocates. Italy and Japan finally 
doclarod themselves in favor cf indirect limitation, and Italy 
hintod that budgotary limitation might be applied to material 
in stock, but did not mako any concrete proposal how thi3 
might be done. The United States stood fim against indirect 
limitation and v/as seconded more strongly at this timo by 
Groat Britain. 

As a result, the conclusions roachcd at the first half 
of the Sixth Session were oven more non-committal than tho 
Toxt of the First Reading after tho Third Session. Both the 
German c.nd tho French proposals 'indor "Land ratcrial" v/cro 


fiynunffflfl. tn ho mm! rood bv tho *V>11 rv i n r* nrvmnnnl • 



"Tho Preparatory Commission for the Disamamont Confer¬ 
ences, 

"Having rojectod tho systems of direct limitation of 
material In acrvico and In stock, 

"Having notod that tho aysten of indlroct limitation 
(limitation of tho oxpendituro on material) did not ncot with 
gcnoral assent, 

"Docidos, 

"That tho limitation and roduotian of natorial must bo 
sought by means of publicity of expenditure, which will bo 
doalt with in examining article DA of tho text adopted at tho 
first reading." 

This proposal was finally accepted by tho Fronch and 
rdoptod by the Commission with only two dissenting votoo, tho 
USSR and Chine. Tho Gorman dol-gate abstained from voting and 
issuod an acrid declaration dissociating ’-Imsolf from the v/ork 
of tho Commission on this point. 

c. Sixth ocsston of th>: Pregaratgry Cc f .' : g ~,,nd Half 

Although tho Sixth Session of tho Propnratory Comission 
was not formally adjournod, it did not rcconvono until Novombor 
1930 (18 months rftor its first ncotings). In the meantime, 
tho question of limitation of material had again been thrown 
open, Britain under a Labor government ’uxd performed thl3 
operation at the Tenth Longue Assembly, when Viscount Cecil 


had introduced a resolution proposing (in part) that tho 
Preparatory Connission should again apply itself to tho ques¬ 
tion cf ''the limitation of material either directly by enumera¬ 
tion or indirectly by budgetary limitation, or. by both nothods." 
Tho French had bitterly attacked tho whole resolution (as tho 
Gormans had warmly supported it), since its general tonor 
impliod moro stringent disarmament than the report of tho 
Preparatory Commission. Aftor sovorrl days of violont dobnto, 
tho Assombly had adopted a colorless compromise resolution 

# • 

which nevertheless opened tho forthcoming session of tho 
Preparatory Connission to further discussion of formerly 
"closed" points. 

Discussion wr.s indeed forthcoming. In the interval, 
sovcral nations had shifted position, and cortuin proposals had 
boon generated. In fact, although the discussion was sometimes 
dooply involved in procedural difficulties, it retained a rather 
higior level of interest than before. 

Viscount Cecil 1 s initial declaration pro^ontod further 
evidence of Groat Britain»s change of hoart: matorial v/ould 
havo to bo linltod in order successfully to limit amamonts. 
Limitation by means of publicity was really already in effect 
(i.o.. The Amancnt3 Yearbook of tho Leapne of Nations) and was 
not accomplishing much. Tho direct method posod very grave 


oncofl in quality of material it did not necessarily Impose c 
real limitation (as provod by Gcnnanyie pocket battleship 
building ); and it also introduced the ticklish problem of 
control. Still, Great Britain wpuld not oppose airdet- limita¬ 
tion on cortain larger classes of weapons, ifsonc satisfactory 
method could bo evolved; but such limitation must be supple¬ 
mented on a widor scale. Thoreforc, Great Britain' surrgestod a 

"rough-and-ready system" of budgetary limitation. No uttompt 

# r • • • • 

should bo made to bind ermaronts in detail. Instead, ci global 
limit should bo sot for each branch of the service* ‘(air, 3oa f 
and land), and within these totals, there should di .30 bo-set. a 
limit for oxpenrlituro cn material. Theso figures would nrv^r bo 
used as a basis of ccnparison between difforont countries but 
as a basi3 of* comparison betweon dif foront poriods of time in 
the same country. The findings of tho Committee of Budgetary 
E::pcrt3 indicated that such a proposal was fcdsiblo* . 

I.taiy had by this time Joined the "revisionists" and 

• 1 < 

was consequently favorably inclined towards direct limitation 
as a matter of courtesy. .However, tho Italian dologato- declared 
that ho was willing to support either direct or indirect limita¬ 
tion or both. He suggested placing a maximum quantitative 
limit on armament for ^very state and then fixing the maximum 
armamont expenditure on this basis. . *'• 



Hugh Gibson repented the United States' -'non possumus " 
of "constitutional ability." Ho added an alternative proposal: 
if other nations wished to Unit their expenditure, the United 
States had no objection; and the other nations should have no 
objection to US non-participation, in view of American 
willingness to publicize armament expenditure and/or to accept 
direct limitation. The Spanish delegate approved of this plan 
and announced the willingness of his country to assume direct, 
but not indirect, limitation. 

Japan, by this tlmo, was opposed to either indirect or 
direct limitation of material, foclin 3 that limitation of 
offoctivos was all that could bo accepted. The Japanese dolo- 
gatc indicated that his nation would have accepted universal 
budgetary limitation; but ho doubted that she would do so if 
certain other nations remained beyond the pale. He saw only 
two solutions: either nations u^wi-lllng te accept budgetary 
limitation should voluntarily accept direct limitation or all 
nations must revert to publicity. (Later, he qualified this 
statement by insisting that a nation which has undertaken 
direct limitation with no provision for supervision is really 
better off than a nation with budgetary limitation;’also, tte 

stocks of the former would not be indirectly limited by the 
oost of upkeep.) 



The USSR had consistently favored direct limitation 
(to say nothing of more drastic methods) since Joining the 
Preparatory Commission at the Fourth Session. Therefore, 
Litvinoff proposed that tho first vote should be takon on the 
principle of quantitative limitation as representing the most 
comprehensive method. But if that proposal should bo rejected, 
the Commission should next entertain a resolution for indirect 
limitation or for a combination of tho two. Litvinoff pointed 
out that budgetary limitation would boar most hoavily on small 
nations which had to buy abroad and that it did not solve tho 
problem posed by largo oxisting stock-piles. 

The various Balkan nations again wont on record in favor 
of budgetary limitation according to the French plan of many 
categories instead of the British global totals. . Canada and 
Sweden proferrod direct limitation but would ccmproraiso on 
budgetary limitation or on a combination of tho two methods. 
Norway also was willing to compromise. Belgium backed, the 
British proposal. Turkey announced her support of any plan 
which provided substantial exceptions in favor of non-indus¬ 
trial countries. 

After several days of declaration and discussion, 
practically every nation had grown more sympathetic to indirect 
limitation, except for the Netherlands and Gcnnany, which still 


clear .that the USSR and Italy considered budgotary limitation 
a.poor seccnd and that the United States, although sho would 
not oppose the mothod for others, was unwilling to acoopt it 
lor herself. An interesting sidelight was provided by the 
French delegation; as the prospect of adopting so ire form of' ' 
budgetary limitation drew nearer, it suggested further study 
by the Coramlttoe of Experts in order, it said, to plug all 
possible loopholes, to provide for elasticity by carr^-ovor of 
credits, and so forth. By this timo the French wero firmly 
opposed to any combination of quantitative with budgotary 
limitation. 

Finally, Viscount Cecil proposed tho following resolu¬ 
tion: 

"The Commission 

• # 

"1. . Approves the principle that there should bo tho 
fullost possible interchange of information respecting arraa- 
monts,..; 

"2. Records the unanimoua desire of the members of tte 
commission to find some mothod which will provide for the ' 
limitation of war material in a more precise manner than ce,n 
be achieved by publicity alone; 

"3. Accepts, so far as tho majority is concerned, the 
principle of budgetary limitation for land war material, wliilo 


I 
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1 imitation by spocific enumeration and that cortain members 
would dosiro to aoc some combination of tho two methods." 

Tho three parts were votod upon separately. Except for 
procedural difficulties, parts ( 1 ) and ( 2 ) engendered no 
dispute. Boforo* voting on part (3), the Commission considered' 
cortain amendments which, in reality, amounted to alternative 
proposals. 

The first of theso was a Soviet resolution: 

"The Preparatory Commission docides that tho only 
offoctivo means of reducing and limiting var material is tho 
diroct reduction rnd limitation of all kiids of war material 
according to detailed tables, togothor with budgetary limita¬ 
tion, by catogorios. The two methods should bo applied simul¬ 
taneously by all countrios." This was votod down.l 

Noxt, tho Italian delegation presentod it3 rosolution: 

"The Commlss'ion -considers that tho best method for 
limitation of land material would consist in a combination of 
tho two systems of diroct limitation and budgetary limitation. 

• "Direct limitation will bo eppliod separately to material 

Tl In favor woro: Germany, Italy, tho Netherlands, Turkey, 
the USSR, Opposed wero the United States, tho British Empire, 
Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Greece, Japan, Persia, 
Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia. Finland cpocificd that it was 
opposed simply because no control provisions wore included; 
Sweden objected to the mention of such detailed table3. 


in stock and material in service, Tv/o tablos will indicate 
separately tho armament categories of the material in stock 
and those of the material in service, togother with tho 
respective maximum figuros fixed for each country. Budgetary 
limitation will be appliod in accordance with tho rules which 
aro determined on tho basis of the work of the Committco of 
Budgetary Questions.” 

Tho form of this resolution proved confusing, Tho 
Italians wished to enginoer a soprratc vote on material in 
stock and material in service, but they wore unsuccessful in 
this attempt. The resolution was voted down as a wholo.l 

Last, tho German delegation proposed tho simplo resolu¬ 
tion that 

”Tho Preparatory Commission for tho Disarmament Confer¬ 
ences is of the opinion that tho principle of direct limita¬ 
tion should be applied to land war material.” This too was 
voted down. 2 

Tl In favor wore; Canada, Germany, the Irish Proo State, Italy, 
the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkoy, the USSR and Vonezuelaj 
opposed were Bolgium, tho British Bnpirc, Czechoslovakia, 
Finland, Franco, Japan, Persia, Poland, Rumania, Spain, and 
Yugoslavia; not voting were tho United States, Bulgaria, China, 
Norway and Greece. 

2. In favor were: the United States, Canada, Germany, Italy, 
the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkey, tho USSR, and Venezuela; 
opposed were Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Finland, Franco, Japan, 
Persia, Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia; not voting were tho British 
Empire. Bulgaria. China, the Irish Free State. Greece. Norway 


After this interruption, tho Commission adoptod part 
(3) of tho British resolution. On tho basis of this resolu- • 
tion, it next proccoded to ombody tho necessary articles in 
tho Draft Convention. This gavo rise to another spate of 
arguments, moro or lees rotracing tho grounu Just covorcd. 
Seemingly* tho states which were in favor of diroct limita¬ 
tion or of a combination of diroct and indirect wore most 
unwilling to agroo on tho wording of any proposal on indirect 
limitation for foar that to do so would compromise their 
provious stand. Also, tho Pronch delegation prossod its 
proposal to recommit to the technical committee tho mochonics 
of indirect limitation; and Viscount Cecil reiterated his 
willingness to entertain proposals for diroct proposals along 
with indiroct. 

Finally, now texts wore adopted undor "Part II - Mato* 
rial", chapters on land and on naval armaments, under 'Tart III- 
Budgotary Expenditure", end "Part IV - Exchango of Information". 
They road as follows: 

.• "Part II. Material • 

"Chapter A. Land Armaments r. 

"Articlo 10. (Provisional text,.,) 

"Tho annual expenditure of each High Contracting Pntfty 
on tho upkeep, purchase, and nonufacturo of war material for 
land armaments shall bo limited to the figures laid down for 
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such party and in accordanoo with tho conditions proscribed, 
in tho annox... .to this Article.,. 1 * 2 

"Chapter B. Naval Armaments.•• 

"Article 24. (Provisional text...) 

"Tho annual expondituro of onch High Contrncting Party 
on tho upkoop, purchase, and manufacture of war material for 
naval armaments shall bo limited to tho figures laid down for 
suoh Party, and in accordant with tho conditions prescribed, 

in Annox...1>3 


"Part III. Budgetary Expondituro 
"Article 29. (Provisional toxt...) 

"Tho total annual expondituro of each of tho High Con¬ 
tracting Partios on his land, son and air forces and forma¬ 
tions organized on a military basin shall bo linitod to tho 

TT~ToTKTi^ articles was appendod tho following notes "In pro- 
nouncing on this nrticlo, the Governments will take into 

of C Bndvnt^v h pvn° n f ,Cr0n f? f? p . ort *«q«o«tcd from tho Cemmittoo 
of Budgetary Exports, w.iich will nave boon forwarded to than 
in order to permit of the drawing up of Annex... n 

2. The following note was added to Article 10: "Tho Propara- 
thp y ^? 2!in t 3 i 3AOn r ?? J? votes to 3 and 6 r.bstontions, adopted 

5 P 1 1 ? ci f le Gf limitation by expenditure. It also discussed 
iSf/S 10 ? 1 ?? resolution: /Goman resolution; soe p. 267. Whon 
thi3 resolution was put to tho voto thoro were 9 votes”in favor 

abstentions. Lastly, it examined tho principle* 

of ? n ° f t h A tw ° ? othod3 » ln ^evor of which 9 nembors 

ox tho Commission voted, while 11 voted against." 

3. Tho French, Japanese, Goman, British, and Italian dolcga- 

li^?nffnn 6S o° re f 0rv ? ti 4 ° n ? of var ;lng degrees on expenditure 
limitation of naval materiel; also. It is clear that failure to 
express a spoc*fic reservation did not necessarily indicate 

{or instance, the United States had taken a position 
against budgetary limitation and had expressed thi 3 3 tnnd in a 
gonoral opposition statement. 


figure laid down for such Party and In accordance.with the 
conditions proscribed In the Annex... 

"Pert IV. Exchange of lnfomction... 

"Article 33. 

"Each of the High Contracting Parties shell, within... 
months from the ond of cnch budgetary year, ccimunicato to 
the Socrotnry-Oonoral of tho Longue of Nations a statement • 
drawn up in accordance with a standard modal, showing by 
categories of matorials tho total actual expenditure in tho 
course of said yunr on tho upicoop, purchaso and manufacture of 
war materials of tho lend, sor and cir armed forces and forma¬ 
tion 8 arganizod on a military basis of such Party. 

"Tho information contained in this statement shall bo 
published by the Secretary-General... 

"Article 38. 

"Euch of tho High Cohtracting Parties shnl] communicate 
to tho Secretary-Genorr.l of tho League of Nations within... 
months of tho ond of oach budgetary year a statement drown up 
in accordance with tho standard modol annexed to this Article 
showing the; total amounts actually expondod in the oourso of 
said year on the land, sea, and air armaments of such Party. 

"The information supplied in this Statement shall be 
published by the Socrctary-Genoral..." 

Tho Soviet delegation had submitted a draft text under 


"Part III, Budgetary Expenditure" which embodied certain of 
its minority views: 

"The total annual expenditure counted per budgetary 
year and allocated according tc Tables...(homo forces and 
formations of the home country organized on a military basis) 
and,,,(oversoas forces and thoir roinforcements and overseas 
formations organized on a military basis) shall not cxcocd 
tho figures approved by the soveral Contracting Statos in the 
present Convention, being roduced by an equal percentage; an 
exception boing allowed, hewovor, in favor of tho States which 
aro weakest from a military point of view and are specially 
mentioned in tho present Convention, and of such States'as 
havo roduced their armaments in virtue of international agree¬ 
ments other than tho prosent Convention... 

"Secret funds...shall be excluded from tho national 
budgets,,,All expenditure for the...armed forces of oach 
State shall bo shown in a single chapter of tho national 
budget; their full publicity shall be ensured..." 

In tho courso of the discussion, tho Russians withdrew the 
first part cf their resolution in favor of tho British resolu¬ 
tion (which was the one finally adopted) on tho grounds that 
the Soviet text contained the principle of proportionality, 
which had been definitely rejected by tho Commission. Thoy 



wore also Interested in adding precision by Including the 
spocific categories. Staff, Movements, Buildings, and War 
Materials, for which expenditure should bo limited soparatoly. 
Howcvor, thoir resolutions and amendments wero voted down, 

Tho Pronch wero successful in their roquost for furthor 
study by tho Committee of Exports; the Commission adopted tho 
following resolution: 

"With a view to limiting Land Var Matorial by limiting 
oxpendituro on its purchaso, manufacture, and upkoop, tho 
Preparatory Commission requests its President to instruct tho 
Committoo of. Budgetary Exports to inquire into tho moans by 
which such limitation could bo carried out, paying spocial 
attention to: 

"(a) Tho nocossity of limiting all tho oxponditur© in 
quostion; 

"(b) Tho varioty of ways in which budgots are presented 
and discussod in difforont countries; 

"(c) The adjustment of tho proposed method of limita¬ 
tion to possiblo fluctuations in the purchasing power of 
difforont countries, especially with rogard to tho cost of 
war matorial; 

"(d) The conditions in which crodits for ono financial 
year might bo carried over to tho following yoar or yoars..." 
(Tho resolution wan later expanded to cover (l) budgetary 


limitation of naval armament, (2) the proposal of limiting 
land, son, and air forces soparatoly under Articlo 29 of tho 
Draft Convention.) Howovor, It was docldod that tho report 
of tho Comnlttoo of Exports sliould be submitted to tho Dlsarma 
mont Conforonco Itself rathor than to the Preparatory Commis¬ 
sion, In ordor not to dolay tho convening of the Conforonco. 
Tho Preparatory Commission finally wound up its affairs, after 


five yea™ of oxlstenco, with tho end of tho Sixth Session. 



Despite tho largo amount of effort and argument which 
had crystallized around tho proposcl of budgotary limitation 
throughout tho preceding years, the Disarmament Conforonco 
proper left the subject almost completely untouchod. At the 
beginning 6f tho Conferoncp, the topic was given a lukewarm 
blossing by enough dclogatlorfs so that "it scorned likely that 
all countries were likely to accopt budgotary limitation." 2 
A change in the position of tho US delegation was particularly 
important; no more mention was made of "constitutional impos¬ 
sibility" and tho Unitod States was declared willing to con¬ 
sider proposals for limitation of expenditure on armomont. 


TT~TEr^parnament Conference was not formally terminated in 
la??' however, th f withdrawal of tho German delegation in 
1933 ended any pretonse of accomplishment. 

2 i. v! /h °2 lc «" Bonnett ’ J • V, *» quoting Arthur Henderson, President 
cf tho Conference, in Ploo-Dronn of Penan. ’ 







Accordingly, the Conforonco set up a Sub-conmission of 
National Expenditure, which in its turn constituted another 
Subcomznittoo of eleven exports to examine the replies roooivod • 
from Governments regarding armaments expenditure. 1 

I • 

After this, however, budgetary limitation droppod further 
nnd further into tho background. A ’ho proposals which wore 
discussed in most detail in the Conference in tho first session 
(President Hoover's Plan) were concerned with "quantitative 
and qualitative" measures: i.c., armament should be directly, 
limitod and certain peculiarly aggressive categories should 
bo abolished entirely, as in tho Treaty of Versailles. By 
1933 the struggle of the German delegation for "equality of 
treatment" was engaging the full attention of tho Conference; 
and the paramount cons'deration of all proposals was whothor 
or not this oquality should bo grantod (or, to put it more 
bluntly, how to work resolutions so as to offer Just onough' ’ 
hopo of equality to hold Germany in lino but not such substan¬ 
tial concessions c.s would alarm Franco). A French plan vaguely 
suggesting budgetary limitation was tabled almost'without 
discussion; a 3ritish Draft Convention made no'nontion of 
expenditure. 

Throughout 1933 tho situation of tho Disarmament Confor- 
Sog Section III for tho work of this Sub-commission. 



onco bocomo moro and more hopeless; the German delegation 
finally withdrew from tho Conference in October. 

IV. FURTHER COMMITTEE REPORTS 
Although any sorious prospect of employing tho method 
of budgetary limitation of armament ondod with tho sixth session 
of tho Preparatory Commission, the technical sub-commissions of 
tho Commission and of tho Conference turnod out somo further 
reports on the subjoct. 

A. Third Report of the Committee of Exports on Budgetary oios - 
fcions 

The third report of tho Committeo of Budgotary Experts 
is the moot dotailod and conclusive of tho sorles. It indicates 
tho shape v/hich budgotary limitation would probably have 
assumed, had the Draft Convention been convertod into a roality. 
A summary of this report shows that tho Committeo had answorod 

i • 

practically all tho technical problems which had boen raised 
concerning budgotary limitation. 

Tho first problem before tho Committee was to revamp its 
former model statements, intended only for publlcj zing expendi¬ 
ture, in a form which could be used for controlling expendi¬ 
ture. Few changes wero needed: substantially tho snmo typo of 
master table which had apponred In tho Committeo f s Socond Report* 

was retained; but only the headings on warlike stores and the 

# • 

Tl Soo p, 4fl above. 


grand total, for aaoh branch of military . 8Pv l 0 a wore to aervo 
aa control figures. 

Tho Experts expressly stated tholr belief that expendi¬ 
ture could be separated In this fashion aceordln 8 to land, sea, 

• «nd air bronchos of service and that war material could bo 
limited os a apodal category. On tho other hand, they believed 
that It would be Impossible to separate expenditure on new 
material from expenditure on upkeep of matorlal (a. wo. required 
by Article 33 of tho Draft Convention)! the difficulty of draw¬ 
ing tho line between renewing part of an Item and replacing the 
whole Item was too groat; and there wore Insoluble differences 
In accounting mothods when material was manufactured In stato 
arsenals from when It was purchased from Independent factories. 

With this reservation, tho Commlttoo pointed out that 
the other figures In the Master Table, or perhaps an even fuller 
tabulation (such, for Instance, as tho Trial Modol Statement In' 
Its flrat report*? might very well we submitted under Part IV 
of the Draft Convention providing for exchange of Information. 

Two nothoda wore suggested for providing flexibility 
between branches of tho service: (1) The allowance for global 
totals could bo smaller than tho sum of the throe branch-of- 
sorvico totals (i.o., oach branch would contain a margin of 
See p. 41 above. 
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loewny)j (2) Op, q state, could be allowed to shift abbut a 
certair porcontago of the total allowed undor oaoh branch. 

A certain loeway should also be providod for fluctua¬ 
tions from ono year to tho noxt, with spocial consideration for 
states which must buy abroad; otherwise states would bo forcod 
to ask for a maximum yearly limit. However, the porcontago of 
olastici 1- :; s.iould bo small, as, in case of on cmorgcncy, a 

state could roquost and bo granted a special temporary increase 
in oxpoudituro. 

Instructions on filling out tho Master Tablo from state 
accounts wore doveluped in great dotail; and a reconciliation 
table was mappod out to be used in converting budgot or cldscd- 
account figures into tho form of the Master Table. Tho Com- • 
blittoo docidod that the noarost oppronch to uniformity of covor- 
ago in tho reports could bo obtained If every state, following 
thoso Instructions insofar as possible, prepared a model state¬ 
ment on the basis of its latost closed accounts, ^hon these 
model statements would be prosontod to tho Disarmament Confer¬ 
ence as a standard of future procedure. . 

Tho Committee belioved that the (question of covering •• 
"secret funds" would most easily be solved by incorporating In ' 
tho Convention itself a provision that all expenditure for 
armament, classified according to its truo utilization, should 
bo included in tho figures of the Master T.«bln. 


Thn srtnp 


- 79 - 


mothod might servo for military expenditure* not covered by * 
tho military budgot (for instance, autonomous State•corpora¬ 
tions) and even for oxtra-budgotrry expondituroi .Whonevor 
some such oxpondituro could not bo included in tho reportod 
figures for technical reasons, this should bo mentioned in 
tho description of method. 

Next, the Committee attacked a series of accounting 
.problems: 

. Gross expenditure must be used in drawing up the Master 

Table. 

^he Master Table will be expressed, as is the budget, in 
terms of the state*s domestic currency. 

Although returns of estimated expenditure are called 
for under tho provisions for exchange of information, from the 
standpoint of control, tho Committee saw little reason for sub¬ 
mitting than. Expenditure must be defined as r, cash disburse¬ 
ments," not as legislative authorizations or departmental 
commitments. There are throe reasons for this choice: (1) Cash 
disbursements are most comparable between states * (2) Most 

countries keep accounting records on a cash disbursal basis; 

(3) If this 'systom is adopted, the practice of carrying over 
parliamentary credits from one year to the next has no bearing 
on the juridical machinery of limitation* 


This last Doint raises tho rvrnhl of niirnn<iplv rlof'orrtorl 



payments. However, any nation which attempted to exceed its * 
Convention limits by deferring payments at the end of one year 
would be pinchod in proportion at tho end of the next. Thore 
are, in addition, several mochanisms by which such a practice 
could bo controlled: ( 1 )^ The states could assume an obligation 
in the Convention not to act in such a fashion. (2) Outstand¬ 
ing purchases on credit could be included in tho Mastor Table. 
(3) A supplementary record of purchases on credit and deforrod 
payments could bo appended to tho Master Tables, if tho latter 
coverod only cash expenditure. The Committee favored tho last 
method becauso it would bo simpler and more accurate, 

A final accounting problem occurs in nations whose final 
accounts are not auditod for a long -period after tho close of 
tho budgetary year. . The Committeo suggested that, in such a 
caso, the state might havo to prepare vouchod-for, but un¬ 
audited accounts for the disarmament authorities, to bo roplaced 
by the auditod accounts when they became available. 

finally, the Committeo dealt at some length with two 
subsidiary quostions: changes in tho purchasing power of a 
state’s currency, and subsidy payments. 

-he Committee could devisG no stahdard nochanism for 
adjusting budget limits to changes in purchasing power. No 
existing index of prices or cost-of-living could bo correlated 
with the. cost of armaments. Attempts to construct such an 



index, which would'be automatically applicable to all states, 
were unsuccessful. -Therefore, it was suggested that the 
Convention should include a procedure under which a state 
could petition the permanent disarmament council for readjust¬ 
ment of its budget allowance. Special circumstances calling 
for consideration after such a petition might bei 

(1) inflationary developments in a country off the 
gold standard) 

(2) General Increase of salaries and wages; 

(3) "Question of whether or not the increase in the 
■pay to the defense personnel represents an endeavor to increase 
the quality of the defense services"; 

(4) Question of whether or not the increase in pay to 
the defense personnel is accompanied by an increase in pay in 
the civil service; 

(5) Changes in wage levels, prices of necessary raw 
materials, and methods of production affecting the price of 
war material; 

(G) The question whothor economies have boon effected 
as a result of rationalization; 

(7) Tho question whether an apparent increase in cost 
is not due to an improvement in quality, in which case it should 
not lead to readjustment in figures; 

(ff) The question, in case of countries purchasing abroad. 


of prioe increases in the vendor nations. 

The discussion of subsidy payments is quoted in some 

detail: 

"1. The Committee has devoted close attention to the 
problem of state subsidios for armament purposos and to a 
series of equivalent measures in the form of loans to, or 
state participation in, establishments having among their 
objects the furnishing of goods or services for national 
defenso. In modern times thoro-has boon a marked tondency in 
many States to incroaso such participations undor varying forms 
and oven to pursue State activities in the legal form of private 
entorprisos. 

"For example, as regards participation in Joint-stock 
companies, this might bo offoetod by tho subscription of capital 

shares, for caah or other consideration, or by buying such shares 

• • 

lator; or by conceding to tho company tho ownership or uso of 
cortain installations or rights and privileges of all kinds, 
and rccoiving in exchange,..in place of shares, rights of control 
or participation in profits; or lastly, by the granting of 
subsidies or long or short term loons, etc... 

"It is obvious' that measures of this kind con be fully 
equivalent, for instance, to the erection by tho State itsolf 
of a Stato factory for the manufacture of war matorial. For 
this reason, tho Committee has laid down tho principle that 



these subsidies, loons, and participations (including purchases 
of shores, debentures, etc.-, whether for cosh or other conoid- 
oration) in ostoblishments hoving among their objects tho 
furnishing of goods or sorvicos for national dofenso, shall 
bo troatod os expenditure on such goods or services, and that 
tho amounts involvod shall consequently bo included in the 
appropriate categories in tho model statement and be made sub¬ 
ject to tho limitation to be agreed in the Convention. 

"When a subsidy is given in an establishment to onablo 
it to adapt its plant and organization for deliveries in oaso 
of war, such a subsidy should bo considered as expenditure to 
be included in the model statorront, oven when no deliveries 
tako'place immediately. 

"2. But it is equally obvious that, in certain cases, 
subsidies and loans may bo granted, or shares, etc., may be 
taken up, which aro clearly unconnected with armaments...in 
particular...when rr "suros aro taken up which, while applying 
equally to ostabli jnents...for national dofenso and to other 
establishments, aro nevertheless based on general economic, 
fiscal, or social considerations. 

"In the caso of loans it must also be considered that 
cortoin short-time credits...have no effect in increasing 
armaments and that they, therefore, should not bo included in 
defonso expenditure in the model statement,..on tho condition 





that these advances are purely tomporary and that they are not 
renewed... 

"3. The question might arise whether, after having 
Included a loan to such undertakings In Its national defonso 
oxpendituro, tho State concorn>ed would not be justified In 
aftorwards deducting from that expenditure tho amount refundod 
In respect of such a loan...It would soom, howevor, that...it 
would be dangerous to permit tho deduction... 

"4. It cannot bo deniod that, in practice, many doubt¬ 
ful casos may ariso. It should naturally bo left to tho respon¬ 
sibility of oach contracting party to mako tho nocossary ex¬ 
clusions, but the Committoo thinks that it would be useful if 

• # ^ 

full publicity were givon all tho casos which they had not 
included in the returns of national dofenso expenditure.•. 

"Tho Committoo attaches great importanco to this sugges¬ 
tion...A provision regarding publicity has accordingly been 
insortod...as an essential element of the Committee*s proposal," 

Tho Committee concluded its report on .a noto of optimism 
in regard to tho prospects of finding the solution of the 
technical problems of budgetary limitation. 

B. Roport of thu National Defense Expenditure Committee 


The work of the National Defense Expenditure Committoe 
was based on the oxenination of state budgets. Twenty-seven 
wore submitted to it for study; it succeeded in oxomining 19, 



including those of nil tho significant military powers. It 
published its findings in a mr.ssivo throo-volumo report, 
amplified by descriptions or nil tho budgets it had examined. 

Tho conclusions roachod by the Commission after all this 
research almost exactly paralleled those of tho Committoo of 
Exports on Budgetary Questions. (In fact, tho latter worked 
with the Commission as technicians). The National Dcfcnso 
Expenditure Commission exprossod dlssont on only one point: 
its membors wero dubious about tho possibility of limiting 
war material separately. They bollovod that such a breakdown 
of oxpondlturo and oven tho more dotcilod breakdown shown in 
the Modol Statoments--could indeed be mado; but it could not 
bo vorified against the closed published state accounts as 
successfully 03 could the grand totals. 

Tho Commission discussed a few minor points which had 
not been montionod before. For instance, it thought that 
military expenditure following a disaster, 3uch as a flood, 
should bo oxcoptod from limitation since such expense would not 
contribute to an increase of armament. Similarly, it pointed 
out that any state which incurred additional expenditure be¬ 
cause of a decrease in armament (transition costs, for instance, 
arising from a reorganization of the army) should bo able to 
exclude this expenditure from limitation. 

Rllf f mr vin ~ ____ i. 1_ n . _ 


this latest technical report strongly reinforced its prede¬ 
cessor, bringing to the support of its conclusions a mass of 
budgotary and oconomic data.l 

Tl The procoding technical commissions, had, of-course, con¬ 
sulted the budgets of the various nations; thoir members woro 
budgetary exports of-these nations. But the National Dofonso 
Expenditure Commission was tho first to incoroorate such data 
citing chaptor and verso into its report to tho Conference.. 



I. INTRODUCTION 

The two Soviot disarmament pinna camo na nn Interrup¬ 
tion to tho standardized pnttorn of disarmament negotiations 
during tho post-wnr docndo. Tho Soviot Qovornaont had nt 
first refused to pnrtlolpato In mootings of tho Preparatory 
Commission (on tho grounds that their location in Switzerland 
could not bo accepted by the USSR );1 after a sorlos of diplo¬ 
matic exchanges, howover, tho Soviet delegates finally joined 
tho Commission for Its fourth session, in November 1927, and 
thereafter suggested two now and distinct methods of dlsarma-. 
mont. The Soviot plans differed from tho methods currently 
undor consideration by tho Commission mainly in thoir raoro 
.drastic and unlfiod approach, . 

11 • SCVIZT PROPOSALS FOR TOE COMPLETE ABOLITION 

The Soviot delegates first offered to tho Preparatory 
Commission a swooping proposal for total and imnedlato disarma¬ 
ment. They advocated tho dissolution of all araod forcos, the 
destruction of all woapons and supplios, the scrapping of all 


warships and military planes, the abolition of military train- 

* Sovlct representative at an earlier conference at Lausanne 
had boon assassinated by a Whito Russian exile; and the Swiss 
court had refused to convict tho assassin. 





ing, tho destruction of fortresses and air. bases,: and tho 
scrapping of military plants and factories and of war indus¬ 
trial equipment in general industrial works. No moro funds 
should bo assigned to military bodies, and there should bo no 
moro ministries of war. Legislation to this effect should be 
cnactod in each country. Thero should also bo prohibitions 
against military propaganda and the patenting of armament 
designs, with infringomont constituting a crimo against tho 
state. Abolition of armaments should bo brought about prefer¬ 
ably within one year, but certainly within four. 

Litvinoff, head of tho Soviet delegation, strossod the 
urgont need for such a plan. He pointed to tho constant roarma- 
mont already taking place as ovidenccd by the increase of mili¬ 
tary budgets. Ho declared that difficulties involved in adopt¬ 
ing tho Soviet plan would bo easier to solve than thoso which 
wero arising out of the current plans and procedure of the 
Preparatory Commission; and he urged that a Draft Convention 
embodying the Soviot proposals bo drawn up and adopted by the 
Commission. 

The reception given the Soviet proposals was far from 
enthusiastic, although the other delegates expressed their 
approval of total disarmament as a worthy idoal. M.Paul-Boneour, 
head of the French delegation, summarized the main body of 
criticisms (1) adopting tho Soviet coorocch amounted to 


changing horsos in midstream; (2) sinco the proposals failed 
to take into account *ho quo3tion of "war potential", they 
would actually lonvc small nations at tho i:\orcy of big onos; 
and ( 3 ) tho proposals ignored tho link between disarmament 
end 3ocurity ; security must come first, since disarmament 
elono would not prevent war, 

Tho Soviot dologatos pointed out, in answer to the 
lattor point, that they had made no claim that their plan 
would prevent war; but ovon if v/er should come about after 
gonornl disarmament, the position of the various nations . 

• would certainly not be worse than at present. Hie burden of 
arrr.amonts would hr.vo been lessened in the meantime, and# 
sinco a League of States would still be stronger than a single 
stato, thoro would be rt least as much security as before. 

After brief discussion, tho Commission voted defer 
until the next session consideration of the proposed Soviot # 
draft convention. Accordingly, at the Fifth Session, Litvinoff 
presented to tho Commission tho Draft Contention for Immediate, 
Complete, and Goneral Disarmament. Itc main provisions arc 
summarized below: 

A. • Effectives 

Each signatory nation should agree to reduce its effec¬ 
tives by half within tlv first year after ttx. Convention camo 
into force and to d:/band th© roraaindor within the next throo 
years. (Tho tern "effectives" covered nil branches of the 

sorvico, home and colonial troona, and trained rooorvafi) 0 


nhnl 1 Ministries of .ar. Navy, and Marine should be 

8l n 1 B 1 v°°B dS conoer ning trained reserves and mobl- 
l be destroyed, and all laws concerning coupul- 

™ llita £y S j rv i c 2 8hould be abrogated. Budgetary crodlt3 
must be confined within the limits of the Convention. 

B. Arroamont 

i ,^^ C . h ,. nat l i0n /!i 10U i d acrco t0 destnor ail its reserves 
of listed items 1 or lend armament within the first -year after 

eauiSment S w«n« 0 / 0 h C0 rf 0f, ^ the ° onven ti°n: tmks ard po5 son-gas 
b2 Z be destr °y 0d first. Only those arms could 

ai e* d ep hl ?i l were 3trlctl y necessary for the uno of the 
effectives retained; end within the succeeding three 

B at T er: !: n 3, s wero b ° b « destroyed in proportion to 
n f the effectives. ; 0 new armament could be 
constructed. A]1 ox.stlng armaments contrncts wore to bo 
eancelled, and no new ones could be made. Thus at the end 

2L^ Ur yea f! no ® mament v 'ould be in existence (with certain 
minor exceptions for personal arraa in proportion to population). 

olr.iilarly, all capital shins, cruisors, nricraft carri¬ 
ers, and submarines sixuld be withdrawn from the naval effoc- 
tivos within the first year; within the noxt three years all 
other *ar vessels wore to be withdrawn and thcii porsonnol 
disbanded. Tne morohant merino should be completely disarmed. 

i ' .. b<,nbi n& planes, torpedo-carriers, and dirigibles 

munitions) should also be destroyed the first year, 
thr ^ ?? ar3 ' thls Provision would bo extended 
11 ® lr i craft could not be converted to peaceful 

with °? r ec 2 3hould be flowed only in accordance 

kJ 0 ?? social and economic requirements; their number 
should bo determined by a special convention.' 

All . ortifications should bo destroyed. 

TT~TO^TTsTo’d itoms included substantially all land arma¬ 
ments. automatic rifles, machine guns, mine throwors and bomb 
throwers, revolvers and automatics, rifLos and hand grenades, 
'M 1 ® and revolver ammunition, guns of all t;/pcs and calibres 
an ? ammunition for them, tan.:n, gunpowder • nd explosives, 
poison gas, flamo throwers, and ’'all technical military imrlo- 
ment3 not enumerated.. .and intended for t io wounding and dcstruc- 

atod ebovr ,,by GS Wo11 as Gl1 ? Rrt3 ' of th " articles enumnr-- 



C. Military Industries ! 


All military Industries should bo*abolished, oxcopt 
those nocessary to produce the "minimum of arns and ammunition 
nocossary for police forcos,..dnd for the personal uco of 
citizens..."; this production should bo-governed under a special 
convention, 

D, Protection Forces 


For four years protection forces (t *lico, etc.) should 
bo hold at the lovols o'otuining at tho da -o of tho Convention, 
After that, tho offoctlvos of those categories should bo dotor- 
ralnod "in conformity with tho populat.lon.,. tho length of tho 
moans of communication.••tho existence of objects which are 
doomed by tho stnto to require protection, tho development of 
• forostry, etc." No protoction forces should bo organized on 
a military basis. 

Protoction at sea should be undertaken, after four years, 
by a marltlmo police service organized undor a special conven¬ 
tion and "Intended for nocossary protection of the natural 
products of the son, and of subnarino cables, and suppression 
of piracy and of tho slave trado, and other objects which may 
in future fom the subject of international protect’on on tho 
high seas." For this purposo, the seas should be dlvidod into 
oixtoon zones, oach of which would bo protected by "regional 
groupings /of otato^having acoosa to tho waters." 

E. Control 

Control of disarmament should bo vested in a Pommnont 

TI In a memorandum accompanying tho Draft Convention, tho 
mattor of military Industries was somewhat more thoroughly dis- 
cussod; "...tho question of the destruction of military indus¬ 
tries is particularly complicated, because c highly developed 
industry concou]s groat potential forces for tho production of 
armaments. Horo again, however, th: re aro a number of ossential 
elements by the destruction of vhich the manufacture of arma¬ 
ments con be made very difficult. Those ncludo drawings, 
measuring instruments, models, francs, machines, tools, and 
applicancos especially designed for tho manufacture of armaments. 
Furtlior, the actual demilitarization of military factories, thoir 
uso for the manufacture of non-military products, tho employment 
in other factories or plant that is not spocificnlly military, and 
the destruction of everything nocessary for mobilization perhaps 
will make it a very complicated matter to use these factories 
for war purposes.” 


International Commission of Control, Commissions of Control 
in onch of the contracting states, and local Commissions 
within states. 1'hc membership of tho International Ceramic8ion 
would consist of cn equal number of representativos of the 
legislative bodios and of tho trade unions end othor workmen's 
organizations of all tho states participating. The monfecrohip 
of tho National Commissions would bo similar, plus i\ prcsr.nta- 
tivoo appointed by the International CainmisF-on. The- Control 
Bodies would supply coordinating and toclmical as vroll a3 
strictly regulatory functions. 

P. Preach of tho Convention 

In case of a direct breach, Gn oxtraordinarv assembly 
of tho representatives of the contacting statos should be 
summonod to docido upon tho steps to bo taken. Thoso must 
not be of a military character. Dlsputos botwoon statos over 
performance of tho Convention should bo settled by the Perma¬ 
nent Commission of Control. 

Tho Draft Convention wan attacked from all sidos. Only 
the Gorman dolegatc, Count Bomstorff, guve it his approval. 
The same arguments which had been used at tho Fourth Sossion 
wore. ropoatod and sovoral now one 3 wore suggested. Lord 
“ Cushendon, the British dclogate, unde the principal opposing 
spoech. Ho objoctod to tho spirit in which the Draft Convon- . 
tion had boon offored, indicating that it was irroconcilablo 
with tho Bolsheviks' doclarod war on capitalism; and ho laid 
much omphasis on tho imprncticnlity of the proposals. Also, 
ho mado a numbor of more specific criticisms: (1) sinoo tho 
Preparatory Commission was working under Longue auspioos, no 
proposal was in order which went outside eho League for its 
enforcing mechanism; (2) the Soviet Draft Convention did not 
take into account tho pos3iblo noccssity of dorling with civil 



war within a nation; (3) nor did it take into account the 
"special circumstances" arising out of dependent nations; 

(4) if protection forces were proportional to population and 
length of the .lines of communication, the USSR would have a 
tremendous comparative advantage; (5) the provision for some 
manufacture of private arms was open to suspicion; and so 
forth. 

Delegates of other nations,1 speaking in opposition to 
the Draft Convention, added a few objections. It was feared 
that these new arrangements would disturb the existing balance 
oi power; it was pointod out that enough armed forces wore 
left under the guise of protection forces to do a considerable 
amount of fighting; and there was constant repetition of the 
belief that disarmament must "follow naturally" upon greater 
socurity and understanding between nations, that a total dis¬ 
armament scheme would work only if there were a porfoct plan 
for settling disputes otherwise, and if there were social and 
economic security as we11 as military security. 

V, Litvinoff energetically offered rebuttals to theso 
objections. Ho empha3izod the lack of foundation of the two 
main lines of opposition: * 

Tl Italy, France, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden, the United 
States, Poland, Belgium, Cuba, Bulgaria, v ugoslavia, Finland, 
Argentina, Chile. 



"The gist of the arguments...against the general Idea 
of our project 13 tliat either the people will 'rage furiously 
together', both without arms or with primitive weapons, or 
that the more industrially developed countries will be able 
vory rapidly to substitute for tho destroyoa armamenta- now 
ones, and, by infringement of tho Convention, to onslavo the 
weaker countries. It 3como to mo. ..that our opponents have 
already dropped tho first of those argiar.onts.. .Tho country 
which I roprosent has at ita frontiers Stotos numerically 
strongor than itself, such as China and India...and yot wo 
have no fonr of invasion by tho unorganized ma3sos of theso 
countries••.The second arguir.ont will also not hold water, for 
as it is, tho weaker states, while obliged to maintain armed 
forces and rosi3t possible attack by stronger Statoa, are at 
the same time in complete dcpendonco on the latter for thoir 
military supplies, bosidos being" wo a’: both tochnic8lly and 
a3 rogards thoir human rosourcos. Fro,3h equipment for armies 
cannot be crcatod at a moment '3 notice. Granted the time taken, 
this cannot go unnoticed..." 

Howovor, Litvinoff admitted the validity of tho objec¬ 
tions to tho protection forces, "...a very legitimate question 
/Is7...thc fear that, in arming tho police in proportion to 
the population, the bigger countries might bo in possession 
of a considerably greater anned force tliC:. the smaller, which 




might be used for warlike purposes...The Soviot dologation is 
thoroforo roady to chongo the proportion in the intorosts of 
tho woakost 3tato8. If tho Soviet dologation woro to prosunt 
any schcmo for partial disarmament whatsoever, it would proposo 
this very principle of a higher dogreo of disarmamont for 
biggor countrioa.•. n 

Tho irritation of tho other delegates against tho 
Soviot Convention was in largo moasurc a consoquonco of thoir 
boliof that tho proposals woro moroly a dovico to oxposo tho 
unwillingness of tho capitalist countrioa to disarm. (An 
oxamplo of this point is clearly prosonted in tho comments of 
one of tho members of the British dologation: "They /Eho Soviot 
proposals/ were frunkly propaganda..Litvlnoff's main object 
was to try to secure a voto against this disarmament proposal 
and to proclaim to tho world that no capitalist country would 
havo it. Tho political delegates were quite compotont to deal 
with this monoouvre and passod a resolution affirming thoir 
intorest in the proposol but stating that it was unacceptable 
as a basis of thoir work, which must proceed on the linos laid 
down."l 

111 . SOVIET PROPOSALS FOR -PARTIAL PI SAR?!AT?E??T (TIIE 

Aftor the Draft Convention for the Total Abolition of 
I. “Temp or ley, Maj. Gen. A. C., The ’.Vhlspcrlng Gallery of Europe 



Armament had boon shelved, the Sovlot delegation announced that 
the Government of the USSR, though rogrotting that the Disarma¬ 
ment Commission wa3 opposed to total disarmament, was still 
willing to discuss partial disarmament. Howevor, tho Soviet 
Government rogardod partial disarmament hs only tho first stop 
towards total disarmament. On this basis tho dologation 
immediately introduced a new Draft Convention, with tho reser¬ 
vation thot a succossivo partial disarmament could bo brought 
up for consideration after a two-year period. (Discussion of 
tho Socond Soviet Draft, howover, was doferrod until the Sixth 
Session of tho Commission.) 

The Socond Soviot Draft Convention made U3c of tho idoa 
of "proportional percentage" reduction suggested by Litvinoff's 
roply to tho criticisms of the carlior Soviet proposals. Tho 
guiding principlo was' that in a partial reduction of aiminmcnt 
the most heavily armed powers should submit to moro drastic 
reduction than tho loss hoavily armed. Accordingly, nations 
wore to be dividod into categories according to their armed 
strength; and tho pcrcentngo by which ornament must bo roduend 
(called the "Coefficient of reduction") was fixed separately for 
each category with tho highest percentage applying to tho 
category of greatest military strength. The principle was • 
applied somewhat differently to land, sea, and air forco reduc¬ 
tion. The principal points of this plan arc summarized below: 



A. Armed Land Forces: Effectives 


. Tho signatory nations wore to be grouped according to 

* specific (peat) date: Group A 
would include nations with land armies of 200.000 or over: 

™, Wlt ? arn f5 s of 40.P00 to 200,000; nnd Group 0 

rrnun n ^.fT}® 3 h 33 ..** 8 " 40,000;1 there was also a special 
Group D, consisting of states disarmed after hu World War, 

^f° UP t W ° r w P b ° roduood fe y 50 porcont; in Group B, 
e°r n 1 T 1 GroUp C ' b y 25 Percent. Tho size of 
° P0 4P,. D nntlon3 should bo fixed undor special 
conditions to bo determined by tho Disarmament Conforonco. 


_ pt . olv £ ho c ? off * ciont of reduction" wns to bo applied sopa- 

‘•rmod forccs — to tho total number 

tLino d of«r?° 3 8t ? tlon ° d hom o> stationed in occupiod torri- 

stationed in colonics, to tho total number of conmissionod 
and of non-commissionod officers, and to tho total number of 

i^ntnnt^r ° f C i l ? h catc 6ory o f troops. In other words, tho 

intent of the Convention was to "froezo" tho existing pattern 

°f the army and mako suro tliat the reduction affocts all parts 
of the pattorn oqually. 1 


. / Aftth ? eduction had boen offoctod, tho sizo of tho 

anny (according to tho same categories) should bo held within 

Convent ion™ 1 * 1 * 1 limlts ' whlch Would bo embodied in a Supplementary 


In order to limit the number of trained rosorvos, tho 
numbor of persons in oach ago class to rcooivo military train¬ 
ing should be rcducod by the 3“rn group coefficient. No civil 
bodios could be organized on a military basis or rocoivc mili¬ 
tary training. 


B. Armed Land Forccs; Materiel 


As a preliminary measure, all tanks and long-rango 
ar il..cry should be abolishod, since they aro primarily woapons 
°f ?? 3 F 088lon i Similarly implements of gas warfaro should bo 
abolished, and all nations should sign tho convention orohibit- 


TT^omeTaTternativo definitions were providod: Group A to con- 
sist oj any nation with a land array which has 200.000 inon or 
over, £r, which has 10,000 regular officers, or which has 60 
regiments of infantry. For Group B tho alternate lower limits 
wero 2,000 regular officers or 20 regiments of infantry. 



ing the use of chemical warfare drawn up by tto Third Commission 
of the Loaguo of Nations,. 

The pattern of land armament should then be frozen as 
of tlio some past dato used 3n determining the number of land 
offcctivos. Then a reduction should be made, proportional to 
tho roducod sizo of poaco-timo armios and to the roduood immbor 
of trained rosorvos. After tho reduction hr : boon offoctod, tho 
maximum limits should be set at that point in a fashion similar 
to that usod for effectives. 

C, Naval Force s 

Nations should bo divided into two catogorios according 
to whether thoir aggrogato tonnago (as of tho cortain dato) wore 
over or below 200,000. Nations in tho first class should roduco 
ovorall tonnago by 50 porccnt; the reduction must also amount 
to 50 porccnt of the tonnago in oocli of tho following classes: 

capital ships 

capital warships ovor 10,000 tons 

light forces 

submarines 

Countries in tho second class should roduco aggregate tonnago 
by ono-fourth. Spocial arrangements wero to bo made for those 
nations disarmed by tho Poaco Troatios. 

Aircraft carrior3 should bo abolished., rtoolnccinont of 
naval armamont should also be rogulatod b;* tho aonvontion. No 
ships undor a cortain ago (differing for .ifforor.t classos of 
ships) Wore to be oligiblo for rcplacanont; Tho maximum dis¬ 
placement of ships of oach class built for replacement was 
fixed under tho terms of tho treaty (tho highest allowed dis¬ 
placement being 10,000 motric tons!) ; the maximum gun calibres 
woro also f'xud for each typo of vessel. 

Various regulations wore designed to prevent the trans¬ 
fer of ships in any manner that would circumvent the provisions 
of the Convention. 

D. Air y oreos 

All aircraft and dirigiblos should be disarmed, and all 
stocks of aviation bcmbs and ammunition destroyed. 

Statos should be divided into three groups according to 
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2?S,n5 LS f th ?* 1 \ clr forcoa: states with over 200 planes 
?rn^?w d ooA fc ? Ct “t 0 * b ? 50 Percent; statos with 100 mid 
statos h w?th°?^ PlG ?S S sb °^- d reduce by 33 1/3 percent; and 

"o?* 10 *® '^ hDX l 100 P lanofl » b 7 25 porcont. Effectives 
of tho military air forces should be roduoud in proportion. 
Restrictions would bo placod on engino horso powor. 

F* Chemical Warfnro 

. u 11 at ?? ,:a of Military chemicals -- 1 . 0 .. poison "asm - 

vortid ? C nb £ lishcd » ftl1 factories for thuir manufacture con- 
££tod to other uses, and all states should sign tho League 
Protocol on Chemical riarfaro. 

F# Armament Budgets 

. . - Th J total amounts of th» armament budgets “calculated 

rerhic?tnn tr r°i Vn i UC sho:lld bc reduced In proportion to the 
icluction of land, sea, ana air foreos specified under tho 

nxS-SSiJnS' fh ° do C rco °f reduction should also apply to tho 
°2tP crsonno1 *v n d on armaments. No soorot funds to 
In*' «» J^rdinnry exponditure or special preparations for 

ih! b ° °? C Jv Udod fr ° n tho Stnt0 bu ^ts. All expondituro 
in ^ GCP , 01 . ttW crrxd forces should bo brought togothrr 
* slri»5l-o cbaptoi* of tho State budget, which would bo fully 
«hnJiid°h PUbliC « t 2* Thc roduction or tho ormamunts budgots 
T^TZ b0 carried out £ari £Ossu with tho reduction of armed 
foreos and of war manorial. When the reduction had boon 
cffoeted, a maximum figure for budget expenditure should bo 

bo oxcccd Q r tCly f ° r CBCh contrr * ctln 2 ^ato, not thereafter to 


Provisions on control and on action following a breach 
of tho convention wore similar to thoso In tho First Soviet 
Draft Convention. Provision was also made for a socond disarma¬ 
ment convention to moot at a stated period of time after tho 
adoption of tho Convention to consider further reductions. 

In introducing tho Soviet Draft Convention, Litvinoff 
laid much emphasis on the standardized, objective naturo of 
tho proportional-percentage criterion. Ho declared that 



previous experience had clearly rovculod t'io impossibility of 
considering each nation ao a soparato caso in establishing 
armamont limits: "All countrios wero found to be in a special 
position and thcro woro sane which actually claimed the exist¬ 
ence of special obligations, frequently solf-impo3od. In a 
state of affairs whon all countries aro found to bo in ono way 
or another in a special position, owing to individual causes, 
the need for seeking some critorion which should bo independent 
of subjective factors, causo no detriment to any State, and by 
which no attempt is nndo to solve the insoluble problem of 
arriving at a gcnoral agroemont for the alteration of existing 
rolativo forcos becomes obvious. It is only the Soviot Draft 
Convention...that furnishes such a criterion." 

Opposition to the Second Soviot Draft Indicated how 
strongly tho French bloc of nations insisted on just this typo 
of individual consideration. Othcrv/lso l io arguments followed 
vory closely those advanced against tho Soviot plan for total 
disarmament• tho Soviot Convention was impractical, it did not 
fall within the framework of th.. League, and consideration of 
it would interrupt tho already established Draft Convention 
which the Preparatory Commission was using as it 3 frame of 
reforonco. Tho outcome, of the discussion was much tho same 
as before: the Commission commended the intention of the D r aft, 
but rofusod to use it as a basis of further work. A suggestion 
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waa also mado that separate articles from the Soviet Draft 
might bo lnsortod into tho accoptod Drrft Convention. How- 
ovor, Lltvlnoff mado It eloer that, if such a procoduro wore 
to be followod, tho Soviet 3ovoinmont would not bo held 

responsible for tho articles used out of content; tho Draft 

% 

Convention had to bo accoptod, in major outlino at least, as 
a unlfiod v/holo. 

Later, at the Disarmament Convention, the Soviot dele¬ 
gation again advanced its Draft Convention for the Reduction 
of Armaments in a slightly amended fom. Changes had boon 


mado to meet the criticism that states on tho bordorllno botwocn 
different catogorios might have tholr rolativo strengths 
rovorsod by the application of two different reduction co¬ 
efficients. 1 Litvinoff had previously olriraod tha the divid¬ 
ing linos had boon carefully selected to obviate such cases; 
but tho amended Draft would make then absolutely impossible. 


For States in Group A, the reduction coefficient romcinod 50 
pcrcont; for Group B, however, a sliding scale of roduction 
would bo applied, ranging from a 50 percent roduction for tho 
largost armies in the group down to no reduction for tho 


smallest. The armies in Group C were to be frozon at their 

For lf * hod 220,000 nu.n In its army end 

after n af'l b ° forc , npplylnR roduction coefficients 

aftor roduction State X would retain only 110,000 non, whore- 
Q3 Stato Y would now possess 120,000. 




atrongth na of tho given date. Similar adjuataonta wcro nr.do 
in naval and air forco reduction coofficionta. 

Jl h° Soviet Draft Convention for the Reduction of Annn- 
monta wna not con3idorod at tho Disarmament Confcronco; in • 
fact, ovon tho Draft Convention adopted by the Propnrntory 
Commission wna ooon by-pnoaod. Tho discuaaion developed along 
quito dissimilar — and ultimately incffoctivo linoa — of 
which tho Soviet delegation bocpjnc sharply critical. 




"Any...state...mar boccno a member of the Lorguo... 
provldod thr.t.../Tt7 shQ H accept auch rogu 2 itions as may bo 
proscribed by tho Loeguo in regard to its military, ncval. 


and air forcos and armaments." 

Artlclo VIII. 

"The rtmbors of the Loaguo recognize that tho mainte¬ 
nance of poaco requires the reduction of national armaments to 
tho lowost point consistent with national aafoty and the 
enforcement by common action of internati :«ial obligations. 

"Tho Council, taking account of the geographical situa¬ 
tion and circumstances of oach state, shall formulate plans for 
such roduction for the consideration and action of tho aovoral 
govommonts. 

"Such plana shall bo subject to roccnsidoraticn and 
rovision at least every ten years. 

"After these plans shall have boon adontod by tho 
sovoral govormentr, the limits of tlicroin fir.od shall not 
bo oxcoodcd without the concurrence of tho Council, 

"Tho moubors of the League agreo that tho manufacture 
by private onterpriso of munitions and implements of war is 
opon to grave objoctiono. The Council shall r.dviso how the 


i 



ovlls attendant upon auoh manufacture can bo provontod, duo 
regard being had to the nooda of those me -bora of tho League 
which aro not able to manufacture tho munitions and implements 
of war necessary for thoir safet;, . 

"Tho cumbers of tho Lcaguo undertake to interchange 
full end frank information as to tho scale of thoir armanonts 
and military, naval, end air programs and tho conditions of 
such of thoir industries as arc adaptable to war purposos." 
Artlclo IX. 

"A pomanont military commission shall bo constituted 
to advlso the Council on tho execution of tho provisions of 
Articlos I and VIII and on mill tar;-, naval, and air questions 
in gonoral." 




APPENDIX B. QUESTION V (a) QF THE OPESTIOKHAIRE 
In 1925 the Council of the Longue of Nations submitted 
fi Questionnaire to "determine to some oxtont tho direction of 
work" of the Preparatory Commission for tho Disarmament Confer- 
onco. Question V (a) road: 

"On what principle will it be posclblo to draw up a 
sealo of nrmamonts poraicsiblo to the various countrios, taking 
into account particularly: 

1* Population 

2. Resources 

3. Geographical situation 

4. Naturo and length of maritime communications 

5. Penalty and charactor of railways 

G. Vulnerability of the frontiers and of tho * 

» . 

. • important vital centers near the frontiers" 

7. The tine roquirod, varying with different Statos, 
to transform poaco armaments into war armaments? 

Tho Questionnaire was referred by tho Preparatory 
Commission to both of its sub-nomnissions. In it 3 final report, 
Sub-commission A- made the following answer regarding point 6 


of Question V (a): 

T7 Sub-commission A v;as set up to deal with the technical 
military aspect of disarmament. 
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. M Influonco of the Number of Inhabitants 

"The considerable importanco of tho size of the popula¬ 
tion has alroady been pointod out (soo tho ansv/or to Quosticn 

I) 1 ,, since modern war calls into play all the national human 
resources.. .talcing into account overseas populntl cn 03 a means 
of supply or of immobilizing forces...and taking equality into 
account the military instruction of tho population. • 

M ^7ith certain reservations/ one nay stato that: 

"a. The number of inhabitants influences in a-direct 
but variable fashion -- variable with circumstoncos and with 
tho degree of loyalty of the population tho number of effec¬ 
tives intended to assuro internal security either of tho’ 
raotropolitun or of overseas territories of a state (police 

In an s wo ring Question I-(a) ("Definition of t'r: -various 
factors -- military, economic, geographical, otc. -- upon which 
tho power of a country in time of war depondo") tho Sulcct.imittoo 
nndo tho broad gonoral statement that thorc aro "military, human, 
matorial, geographical, financial, and political element's on 
which deponds the power of a nation to nalco war." It outlined 
tho human factors 03 follows• 

a. Donographic demonts 

1) Number 

2) : Density t.nd arrc.ngonc.nt 

.3) Homogeneity — minority groups * 

(4) Nature of the populntic n and its aptitude in making 
war 

b. Organization from the viewpoint of war 

1) Trained roscrvo3 

2) V.on to be trained (hoimaos a inrtruino) 

3) Specialists 

4) Labor force (mr.lo and female) in factrrios or 
establishments of any kind 

(5) Personnel (male or female) in communications 
^^J^pJjabor force (male and fonnlo) in agriculture and 

Ti shing > 



force, gendarmerio, and military force proper to the extent 
that it contrilmtes to the intornal security of the said terri¬ 
tory.) 

"b. The effectives intended to assure external security 
dopond on political and geographic conditions and on tho rifles 
of conflict. 1 

"To obtain these effectives, the size of the population 
of a state pormits it to employ different cystoma of military 
organization — voluntary or conscription -- which act differ¬ 
ently on the number of non propured for the military service. 

"A numerous population facilitates tho recruitment of 

•* 

these effectives in permitting a choice and con lead tho atate 
not to give military instruction to all its male population. 

On the other hand, to obtain offectlvcs corresponding to tho 
neods of its security, a country with a relatively weak popula- 

i « 

ticn finds itself obliged either to bo less 30vero in tho choice 

of its recruits or to incorporate ail of its contingent or oven 

to maintain soveral under its flag. Thus in principle the 

countries having a small number of inhabitants are obliged in 

ordor to assure thoir dofenso to call upon a larger proportion 

T~. Argentina, Belgium, Chile, Spain, Finland, France, Italy, 
Netherlands, Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Swedon and Czecho¬ 
slovakia add to this sentence: "for uxanplo, when they are 
neighboring to countries the number of whose inhabitants is 
much larger than thoirs." 



I 
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of men than countries numerically strong, 

Subf-commission added the following paragraphs: 

"As regards factor 1 — Population -- the Commission 
thinks it necessary to distinguish between absolute a$d rola- 
tivo numbers. It entirely approvos tho text adoptod by Sub¬ 
committee A with regard to absoluto numbers and dosires to add 
tho following observations with regard to rolativo numbors: 

"The influence of relative numbers may be favorable... 
/or/ unfavorable. 

"The density of tho population exorcisoa a favorable 
influoncc insofar os it permits a more rapid mobilization of 
men and Industries and insofur as it i3 generally accompanied 
by a more highly devolopod economic organization and greater 
wealth. 

"On the' other hand, tho density of tlip pppuJ.ation, assum¬ 
ing an increasing degree of industrialization, gonorally calls 
for more abundant food supplies from abroad... 

"Yihon speaking of tho density of the population, wo must 
take into account the circumstances of its disposition. Accord¬ 
ing as this disposition is more or loss uniform and according 
as tho greater density occurs at more or less vulnerable points, 
tho influence of the density of the population may be radically 
Tl Sub-commission B was to deal with tho political and oconotaic 



different 


"If any gonoral conclusion can bo drawn from the above 
questions, it will point to the practical impossibility of deter¬ 
mining in a precise and scientific manner the influence of the 
different factors considered." 

Aftor tho Sub-commissions had roportod, both the French 
and British dologations to the Preparatory Commissien submittod 
Draft conventions. In the Prcamblo to the French draft appeared 
a phrase that "reduction of armaments must bo in accordance with 
genoral conditions of socurity and the special conditions of 
each stato." In the courso of tho discuojion during tho next 
five days, it appeared that this prevision was related to Ques¬ 
tion 5 (a) -- i.e., that "war potentialities" of a country such 
as geographical position, natural resources, and industrial 
power should bo takon into consideration. However, by the time 
tho Draft Convention roached its final form, no such provision 
or explanation appoared (not oven in tho numerous reservations 
mado by tho states on almost every article). No discussion of 
the Questionnaire, or of this particular point from it scons 
to have taken place at the Disarmament Conference itself. 


APPENDIX C. PROVISION IN Till' DRAFT CONVENTION POH ADJUSTING 

- lEKOTi T oT 's£RVira Vo '£6. ’p^nsTIT" - 

-- : - 

Chapter D of the Draft Convontion ("Period of Service") 
roads in part os follow^: 

" Article 7. 

"For edch man tho total period of aorvico Is the total 
numbor of days comprised in the difforent poriods of sorvico 
which ho is liablo undor hi3 national law to porfonr.. 

" Artlclo 3. 

"As an oxcoption, each of the high contracting parties 
concerned may oxcoed tho limits r/’dch he has nccoptod by tho 
tablo anr.oxod...3o far as, owing to a fa^ing-off in tho number 
of births, such an incroaso may bo necessary to enable tho 
maximum total numbor of effectives fixed in his case.• ,^ol3e- 
whoro in the trcat^7• 

" Artlolo 9. 

"In any caso, tho total poriod shall not oxcoed _ 

months." 

In tho Commentary to the Draft Convention included in 
its report to tho League Assembly (paragraph £2), the Prepara¬ 
tory Commission oxplcinod that Article <3 was prepared by tho 
Belgian delegate "to obviato tho disadvantage that v/ould rosult 
in tho ease of certain countries which havo the conscript system 
from a falling-off in tho number of births as a consoquonco of 


tho last war," and was agrocd upon unanimously 



APrENDi;: P. AMERICAN PROPO SALS TO THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 



Point 7 of tho memorandum by tho Dologction of tho 
United States to tho Disarmament Conference (pro3ontod in 
Pobniary 1932) read as follows: 

"The Delegation of tho United States advocates tho 
computation of tho numbers of the armed forcos on tho basis 
of tho cffoctivos nccossnry for the maintenance of intornal 
order plus 3omo suitable contingent for defense. The formor 
aro obviously impossible of reduction; tho latter is a ques¬ 
tion of relativity. 

" ffoto . Tho ortly critorion for such a computation at 
prosont existing is to bo found in tho military forces main¬ 
tained by the Central Powers in accordance with the trontios 
of peace which specify thrt they arc to b» exclusively oraployod 
in tho maintenance of ordor and policing of frontiers. Thin 
would indicate that a study of tho ratios of the numbor of • 
effectives in those countries to tho population and the terri¬ 
tory would givo some rough estimate of the number which world 
opinion has already agroed upon as <ssontial for tho purj 03 c 
of ordor and indicate when applied to othor nations that tho 
remaining forces woro destined at least for defense if not for 
possible aggression and in tho categories for dofonso and attack, 
slnco ^thej^^gmbors must at prosont be based on comparisons with 









similar forces of other states and arc thus rolatlvo. There¬ 
fore stringont reduction nay bo Justifiably sought in accord¬ 
ance with the purpose for which this conference was cnllod." 

The wholo of tlie US Proposal, togothor with sane twenty 
othors, and the Draft Convention were coordinated into a 
Synoptic Table for discussion by the Conforonco. Point 7 was 
defined as a "question of principle" and was thoroupon dollv- 
ored up to the Goncrcl Commission, whore it bocarao lost in a 
gonoral flood of argunont. 

In Juno, however, Prosldont Hoover prosontod a special 
mossago to tho Disarmament Conference with tha suggestion that 
they act upon it. Among other proposals, this mossago reiter¬ 
ated Point 7 in somewhat mor^ dofinito language, citing tho 
size of tho Gorman amy (10.0,000 men) in relation to tho German 
population (65,000,000) and suggo3tljig that this should be tho 
basis for sotting the dofenso contingent for tho other nations, 
with allowances for tho opocial noeds of colonial powers. A 
gonoral reduction of one-third was to bo mado in offoctivos 
above this dotorminod level. Discussion contcrod around Presi¬ 
dent Hoover'3 message from this tine to tho end of tho confer¬ 
ence sossion a month later. A few of the comments ccntored on 
Point 7. 

The United Kingdom submitted a Commentary on Prosidont 
Hoover's Proposal which included the following paragraph: 




"The United States proposal for a division of land 
forces into n police component and a dofenso component will 
require very careful examination, but in so far as His 
Majesty*s Government in tho Unitod Kingdom understands tho 
implication of tho duggostod basis of calculation, tho rosult 
will bo to show that tho British land forces have already boon 
roducod substantially below tho numbor recognized to bo noccs- 
sary for tho maintenance of internal order without making 
allowance for tho forces noeded for tho lanos of communication 
botwoon the United Kingdom and torritorios overseas." 

Tho Gorman, Austrian, and Hungarian delegates briefly 
ondorsod tho American proposals as c wholes thoir result would 
have boon to bring gonornl disarmament somov/hat noaror tho 
German level. 

Litvinou npplaudod tho Hoover Plan as a constructive 
suggestion, but in tho course of the disc* ssion pointed out 
chat tho U3SH was opposed in principle to soocial provisions 
for colonial troop dispositions bocau3o of its stand against 
imperialism. Later, whon it appeared that nothing was actually 
to be done about the proposals (which quickly became involvod 
in a disputo about qualitative versus quantitative reduction) 
tho USSR ro3umed its attack on "dofenso" needs r.3 a basis of 
reduction, claiming this approach was futile (although it 
would be to Russia*s own advantage, on tho basis of population, 


frontiers, distancos, otc.), end reverting to its don-nd for 
"proportional porcontago" reduction. 

Tho Fronch dologctc disagreed with the proposals os a 
whole, seeing in it onothor attempt to dodgo the French desire 
for security first. Ho questioned tho method of reducing thn 
number of effectives: 

"As rogards effectives, tho mothods of calculation 
adopted in tho K 00 vcr Plan whereby tho military forcos are 
split up into tho homo police component, tho colonial polico 
component, and tho defense component 30 cm to coincido with tho 
Fronch view that when pcaco is organizod on sound linos no 
forcos should bo kept oxccpt for the internal noods of the 
homo country, for colonial defense, end for international polico 
action. 

"But for tho very roaoon that wo openly agree with thoso 
views, v/o fool ontitlod to put before our Anorican frionds,., 
tho throo following observations: 

"(1) The calculation of effectives should be based not 
merely on tho apparont strength but on tho real strength, not 
merely on openly adnittod organization but on socrot organiza¬ 
tions. 

"(2) Thero would be very serious drawbacks to calculat¬ 
ing tho military forces in proportion to tho population. To do 
so would put an unfair premium on quantity and encourage what I 



may vonturo to call mass imperialism . The great nations would 
bo allowod such largo effectives that thoy would hold the small 
nations at tholi* raorcy.,. 

"(3) Prosldcnt Hoovor's proposal soons not to havo con¬ 
templated tho possibility of coalitions between these people, 
each of which has had its effectives limited. A3 a mnttor of 
fact, this dangor already cxistod. In our view, however, tho 
whole object of our work is to protoct all nations by a /system/ 
which, while obliging them to disarm, will guarantee their 
security,” 

Eventually tho British swung to the ?rcnch point of viow; 
finally tho discussion nettod only tho following innocuous reso¬ 
lution: 

"Tho Conforonco...profoundly convinced that tho time has 
como whon all nations of tho world must adopt substantial and 
comprchonsivc measures of disarmament.. .firmly dotominod to 
nchiovo a first dccisivo step involving a substantial reduction 
of armaments...wolconing heartily the initiative takon by tho 
President of tho Unitod Statos of America...docidos forthwith 
and unanimously...( 1 ) that a substantial reduction of world 
armamonts shall bo effoctod to bo applied by a general conven¬ 
tion alike to land, naval, and air armaments; (2) that’ a primary 
objective shall bo to reduce tho means of attack.” 

Tho Confcronco, in its plan for tho second session. 
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montlcnod Proaidont Hoovor'a plon for limitation of offoctlvos 
aa atlll on tho aconda. However, when tho accond aeaalon 
finally materialized In Deconbcr 1933, It waa just In tlmo to 
aoo Hitler attain tho chancollorahlp; the wholo conforcnco 
roaolved ltaclf Into a struggle about German "oqual rights" end 
novor actually ronchod tho lovcl of apoclflo proposals again 
boforo the Gorman withdrawal caused lta do facto . If not do 
Jure temination. 





, Tho mo3t conprchonsivo statements on whr.t constitutes 
war potontiol aro to be found in the answors of Sub-commission. A 
of tho Preparatory Commission to the League Questionnaire sub¬ 
mitted a3 a basis for discussion. 

Question I (a) roads: "Definition of tho various factors— 
military, economic, geographic, otc. — upon which the power 
of a country in time of war depends." 

Subcommission A ansv/orod (in part) : 

"A canploto list of tho foetors...in modorn war would 
have to includo all tho factors of national life in tino of 
poaoo. 

"It is, however, nooossary to determine the factors 
which aro of main inportanco...These...aro as follows! 

1. Tho qunntity, quality, and degreo of proparednoss... 

# 

of tho land, soa, and air forces...; tho armament, 
equipment, and upkocp of those forcos; 

2 . Tho number, composition, and distribution of its 
inhabitants, taking into account the.•.ovorsoas , 
territorius; 

3. The extent to which it is self-supporting...and 
tho oxtent to wliich...it can obtain commodities... 


from abroad; 








4. The geographical situation, the configuration of 
its territory end the development of its system 
of••.communication; 

5 * Fixed dofonsivo systems of the mother-country and 
colonics...; 

6. Tho time which is at its dlspos;1 to...bring its 
forces into oporation or to allow of outsido help 
reaching tho country...due to: eithor...natural 
protection...or its peace-time armamenta.•.or tho 
moasuros.../3doptod7 to oxpoditc mobilization...; 

7. Tho capacity of the country to produce or import 
war matorial in war tine; 

8. Tho oxtornal rnd internal political situation. 

"Sub-commission A has onunoratod in the following table 

tho factors on which tho strength of a country in war time 
depends • • • 

"X. Military Factors... 

"II. Human Factors...l 
"III. Matorial Factors... 

!• Materia? and animals in uso in the land, sea or 
air forcos in poaco time; 

2. Stores of mobilization munitions and material; 

3. Animals, vehicles, merchantmen, civil and commer¬ 
cial aircraft for requisition; 

i. 'kiiu^^i^ons have been treated separately in detail in 

Part Two above. > 
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4. Stocks of raw materiel and fuel, clothing food¬ 
stuffs and finished and semi-fWished products... 

5. Industrial strength, including: 

(a) Industrial plant; 

(b) Keans of transport and communication of all 

. kinds...; 

(c) Wealth of the soil and subsoil; 

6 . Agricultural resources; 

7. Pishing gear; 
fl« Livestock. 

"IV. Ceo^raphica] Factors 

1. Situation of the country in relation to other 
countries and...to the possibility pnd effective¬ 
ness of a blockade...; 

2. Area; 

3. Roliof and nature of the land,..; 

4. Land*and sea frontiers; their depth and nature; 
depth*of sea; 

5. Relation between the area of the country and the 
length of its frontiers; 

6 * n of vital centers and land ccnununications 

in relation so the frontiers and air and naval 
bases o r the neighboring countries; 
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7. Length of tho lines of maritime, or rivor communi¬ 
cation be tiro on tho country end its souroos of 
supply and t.hoir vulnerability...; 

8 . Continuous or soparated torritorios... 

"V. Financial Factors 

1. Foreign credit; . 

2 . Gold rosorve; 

3. Credits to be obtained on tho Irongth of a 
surplus of exportable resources, surplus of neens 
of transport, etc.; 

4. Private noalth. 

"VI. Political Factors 

/These factors aro beyond the conpotonco o’* Sub-oomnis- 
sion A *s assignment; hovover it calls attention to7 tho exist¬ 
ence of revolutionary olemonts within a country or revolutionary 
conditions throughout tho country... 

Quostlon V (a) reeds: "On what principle will it bo 
pos8iblo to draw up a scalo of aman^nts permissible to the 
various countrios, taking into account particularly: popula¬ 
tion; resources; geographical situation; length and nature of 
maritime communications; donsity end character of rnilw' ya; 
vulnorability of tho frentiors end of the Important vital 
oontor3 near the frentiors; tho time rcqu’.rod.. .to transform 
paaco >s SW!BBcnt^ into war armaments?" 

Sub-commission A, instead of answering th. quosticn 


which cQllod for an enunciation of a principlo, merely lie tod 
onco again tho various factors montionod in the question; 
giving observations and confronts on tho naturo of tho factors 
covorod, 

"I# Influcnco of the Number of Inhabitants•• 

"II. Influence of Resources 

Adequate oconomic resources facilitate tho building up 
of peace-time ermamonts, and may allow of a protractod war 
boing waged by reducing to a minimum the consequences of a 
blockade. 

On tho othor hand, inadequate rosourcos compol a country: 

(a) To croato in advanco...stocks material ro- 
quirod for its...dofonsc; 

(b) To maintain permanently tho forces roquirod 
to oncuro.•.tho uninterrupted protection of... 
communication.:... 

"III. Influence of tho Geographical Situation 

/The enumeration of Question 1 (a) is reported in al¬ 
most tho some words_.7 

"IV. Influence of tho Nature and Length of Maritime 

Communications 

/This influonc£7 appears in one of the following forms: 


XT See Appendix B, p. 106. 



(a) Naval forces adequate to the task of protect¬ 
ing...^© maritime communications of countries 
/whc7 dopend on supplies... from ovorsoas... 

(b) Or naval forces caamonsurnto with the total 
oxtent of maritime ccmmunicatlons.. .botv/con... 
territories...undor tho sovereignity, protec¬ 
torate or mandate of...tho country and tho non¬ 
contiguous parts of tho samo territory... 

*•. failing adequate naval forces, tho accumula¬ 

tion of stocks... 

(d) Or, failing adequate naval forces, tho permanent 
maintenance, in oach of the territories liable 
to bo isolatod...of tho military forcos and 
supplies nocosuary to insure their dofenso 
independently of rainforeement. 

"V. Influence of tho Density and Ch-rretor of Railways 
... separate attention should be given to : 

(a) The railways in the particular country; 

(b) The railways in tho neighboring countries. 

Tho density, grouping, carrying capacity, technical 

nature and gonoral lie of tho railways ©ffcct tiic possibility 
of concentration and strategical manoeuvres. They may /Elms 
dotonninoj number of peace effectives... 

A denso network of railways...may in cortain cases 



readily lend itself to operations of aggression... 

Tho armaments required by a co’irtry may, from this 
point of view in particular, be influenced by the threat result¬ 
ing from the density end military value c ' tho railways of o 
neighboring country... • • 

11 VI. Influence of the Vulnerability of tho 7rcntiors and 
, of tho Important Vital Centers noar tho Frontiers 

Tho vulnerability of tho frontiers resulting diroctly 
from their length as v/oll as their naturo...as also tho number 
and proximity of important vital centers to tho3e frontiers, 
may nocessitato: 

(a) Tho organization of the...defonso of those... 
frontiers... 

(b) Tho permanent maintenance of land, sea end air 
• covering forces sufficient to protoct national 

mobilization 

(c) The rapid ;aobilization of naval, air, end land 
forces required to moot any attack and repel any 
invasion, • .and consequently tho need of those 
forces being proparou and trained boforchcuwi. 

"VII. Influence of tho Time Required, Which Will 'be 
Differont for Different Countries, to Convert Poucc Armaments 

into War Arma-icnts 

As a result of this influence, the extent of peace arma¬ 
ments and covering forces will depond on the tlroo required to 


brln^ tho notional reoourcca into operaticr.." 

Tho ans^ra to quontJons X <n> and V (n) w^rc «uln! r.tod 
■ub.tantl.lly unanlsou.ly by all nouber. of the oub-conninnlon. 

(Lca^uo of.Intibna, Preparatory Comiaaion for tho Dla- 
r manont Confcronco, Heport of 3ub-ecgr.isalon . ..1 



"Thoro la no doubt that at ono time tho Proneh had In 
mind tho ldoa of establishing a numorleal coofflclont for tho 
armamenta of ooch Power. So many marks wore to bo given under 
each hooding /population, roaourooe, geography, colonloa, 
density of railways, length of raarltlmo eommunleatIona, vulner¬ 
ability of frontiora7 and the highor the total, tho less tho 
ermamontq, and vice vorsa, T<mporloy, Maj. Qen. A.C., op.clt . 

In tho doclnratlon trained reserves, whioh gavo roaaono 
for refusing to limit tho French Illuminated this gonoral posi¬ 
tion: 

"It moy bo affirmud that tho llnltotlon...would hovo 
tho offoot In caao of conflict of giving tho certainty of 
victory to the state with tho greatest war potential ...On tho 
othor hand, as botwcon two States, ono of rhioh has a super1 - 

f 9 r • 

orlty In trained reserves and tho othor c euporlorlty In war 
potontial...resort to war is unlikoly." (League of Nations, 
Preparatory Cora-.lssion for tho Disarmament Conference, Report 
of Sub-cormlsslon A .) 

At another time, the French assorted their need for an 
army largo onough to let her "attain e superiority in...time 
which will dlscourago any aggressive tendency /of a stato with 
a largor war potontial/..." (League of Nations, Roport of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission on Disarmament, 1922.) 







oountry'a ormamenta wero out of lino. Then, when reduotion 
took placo, it ahould cover pcace-timo ex*..y and equipmunt, 
trained roaervoa and stocks, and factories oapoo tally ongaged 
in war production. And the aim of limitation ahould bt> on army 
unable to coimlt aggression. At aomc pointa tho wording of tho 
memorandum lod to confuaion aa to whothor anaaaonta ahould bo 
limited in direct or in invorao ratio to war potontlal; aoom- 
lngly tho problem was aolvod oimply by proposing tho Individual 
Investigation of ovory country. Howov r, tho goneral position 
of tho memorandum is umlatnkcbly rolatcd to tho ^ronoh doolre 
to balanco tho slto of tho poaco-timc army against the ultimate 
war strongth. Thla indicatoa that, in tho obaonoo of pre¬ 
determined political noooaaity, tho lino of diviaion on tho 
propor troatnont of war potential would havo boon very aimplo 
indcod with the United Stotoa, Groat Britain, end possibly 
Oormany alone In thoir'opposition to tho aolf-adJudged "havo- 
not" nations. 




"Ttio Dutch produced the famous "fogs and bogs" mamoran- 
dura, when they clalaicd noro amoE.nta because tholr ella*to • 
and subsoil wore both -rnfavorcblo. Tho Rumanians eonsiJerod 
that national courage and military spirit, or look or it, 
should be assesaod in tho "war potential"...Nono could deny 
that thoro was logically something in tho French thcaia, but 
it would always have boon lupoaaibU to get any practical rosulta 
from it." (Tetnporley, o£. olt. ) 

At ono tlmo aa a part or Question V (a) tho Preparatory 
Commission roferrod to a Joint Eoonoaic Commission fo»\nod frrm 
the Loague Secretariat tho problem of oxprosainr in qunntlta- 
tivo terms (or at least in toms octapornblo for dtfforont 
states) the various factors which might be grouped os "tror 
potential." The Joint Commission obligingly chrlst. nod tho 
"total offoct of th. factors" coefficient B. Then it wont on to 
say that B io a quantity that must bo determined empirically 
by tho Disarmament Conference, -that it is "not tho some Tor 
oach state in rolation to evory other stMto," that the factors 
noting upon B considered separately nay give very difforent 
results from the factors considered in caablnntion, and that 
armamont itself may change the direction of the effect of a 
factor in B. They declined to draw up a list of all tho raw 
materials, products, and Industries which should be Included 
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In determining B, saying thnt such a Hat *ould bo all- 
inclusive. They did, howover, lndlcato that published 
quantitative data wero nvnllablo concerning the populotion, 
most material resources, tho length and nature of maritime 
oommunloatloiia, end tho donslty and chnractor of railways, of 
praotloally every country In the world. (Loa,;uo of Nations, 
Preparatory Cormission for the Disarmament Conforoncc, noport 
No. 1 of Sub-ooirtnlsslon B.) 

At a much earlier otaje, bs-Torc tho Preparatory Comnis- 
slon was Instituted, tho Second Assembly of tho Loacuo of 
Nations circulated a questionnaire anon,’ its ncabora asking 
that oaoh govormont should "furnish a stat.jsont of tho con¬ 
siderations It may wish to urge In rcsp.ct to tho roquirenents 
of Its notional security. Its International obligations. Its 
geographical situation, ar.d Its special conditions /with regard 
to disarmedont7”. Answers to thlo question give an Index of 
tho numbor of factors which would bo claimed In an open field 
as Influencing war potontlnl: 

South Africa claimed that her negro population nooesai- 
tatod a largo army. 

Belgium pointed to hor goographicol position, laying 
hor opon to invasion. 

Bulgarian needed her imy Increased b^causo of the danger 


of a communist uprising. 



Czechoslovakia Indicated that her long frontiers, the 
position of vital centers near tho frontiers, and Its poorly 
Integrated railways (oopooially when compared to lto neighbor's 
excellent oneo), were all faotors which weakened ltn war potential) 

Prance In roply pointed out tho dangor of Oemany's 
larger population, stronger Industries, and dynanlo eoonony; 

Drltaln lndloatod Its oolonlal noods as oalllng for 
strong navy and adoqunte colonial troops; 

Italy had large oenteru locatod noar frontiers whloh 
must bo protootod; 

Poland submitted a troatlsos she was.In an oxtronoly 
difficult geographic sltuotlon; her oonl supplies and Indus¬ 
tries wero located near the frontiers; hor communications woro 
badly intogratod and lnadoquato; tho ratios between longth of 
frontiers and area, and between length of frontiers and density 
of populotlon wero to hor disadvantage when compared with her 
neighbors; she was without trained rcsorvrs and military facto¬ 
ries* 

Etc. (Loajue of Nations, llepcrt of tho Tomporory Mixed 
Commission on Disarmament, 1925;.) 




duration I of the Ouostlonnalro reads: "’•That ia to to 
understood by tho oxproasion •ornaments'?" 

The anawor of tho Brltlah Eapiro, Bulgaria, Finland, 
Germany, Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, tho United Stot®a ia! 

"By tho gonoral oxproaaion • amar..onts' must bo undor¬ 
atood* 

1. Tho foreea in sorvioe In poaoo tine (oornanontly 
organized nr~od forooa and natoria] and establish- 
monta which thoy use)* 

2. Tho foroea prepax*ed for war tlmos (roaorvoa of 
troinod poraonnol, 8tocka of natoriala end prepara- 
tiona of ovex-y dooerlption undertaken with a view 
to war); 

3. Tho ultimate war forces croatcd during hostilities 
by moan® of tho general rcsorircos at the diapoaal 
of each countx*y, thcao rosources not being in thora- 
aolvea arnanonta properly so called." 

Tho answer of Argentina, Boigiun, Czechoslovakia, France, 
Italy, Japan, Poland, jbxmania, Yugoslavia is: 

"A distinction must bi drawn bctwcon 
Peace-time and 
War-tino axnanments. 




1. Poacc-Clmc amanonta ouat bo understood to moan 
the foroca In service In poaec time (lend, naval, 
and air forooa organized on a pomanont footlnc 
and oapablo of use without preliminary mobilisation 
noaouroa, together with their matorlal, livestock 
and establishments.) 

2. War-time amooonta nuat bo understood Co moon tho 
forcoa capable of uao In tine of war, namolyj 

(a) Trained rcaorvoa.../who7 should bo regarded na 
Including non who havo roctIvod apoclalisod 
technical training... 

(b) Mobilization natorlal (alooka of natorlnl and 
material that can be ruqulaltlenod...) 

(c) All other personnel and material that can bo 
brought Into action !n the courso of hostili¬ 
ties by moans of the gonoml rcso'ircos at tho 
disposal of each country. 

In their Declarations (to be Includod In the Report of 
Sub-conrlaslon A), tho Unitod States and Prance, na apok.ssion, 
wero most Interested In rebuttals of the opposing definition. 

Tho Declaration of the United States objects to tin other 


dofiniticn bccousc "tho extraordinary contention la asdo that 
resources and armaments ore synonymous." 7hi po T nt is nodo 



thnt tho time Involved in mobilizing for modorn war luakos 
rosourooa fairly useless for a long period after tho bogin¬ 
ning of hostilities; tho oxperionoo of tho United States in 
V/orld War I was citod as an .example. 

Tho French Declaration rends, in part: "From a toohnlcnl 
point of view, tho conduct of modern war domnnds a combination 
of all tho moan 3 of action at a country's disposal. A defini¬ 
tion of armnmonts would thorofore bo obsoloto and incomploto 
if it did not fully toko into account tho general resources at 
tho disposal of each country, oven if those resources in them¬ 
selves wore not armaments properly so called... 

It is not posoiblo to draw any distinction between so- 
onllod military factors and civil factors capable of assisting 
in tho constitution of armaments..." (Lo^^ue of Nations Pra- 

, i 

par^tory Commission for tho Disarmament Conference, rt oi ort of 
Sub-commission A.) 
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Question I (b) roods: "Definition imd spool si ohnrsotor 
of tho vnrlous fsotors which constituto tho uraononts of s 
oountry In tine rf pence..." 

Tho French group fronod tho following sunsaryt 
"Ponoo-tlae oraonents ccnprlsct 

1. Ponoo-tlnc offuotlvos 


(s) Military... 

(b) Organised on a nllltary basis.. ./T.©., gondar- 
aoric, special pollco, foresters, eto A 7 

2. Material nnd onlsials In sorvloc of t»« army, navy, 
and air forcos whoso offootlvon am on»ssoratod 


3. Plxod defensive systems In tho nothor-oountry nnd 
colonlos, naval bnsos, defended ports, nnd any rnlnp - 
trtl_qn of the f,eoy_.. r hlc.- fnr.turcg of tho Wintry 
with a vlow to war. 


4. Arsonals, explosive faotorljs, and other poace-tlno 
nllltary establishments, r.r.d -ny adapts-.Ion of tho 
Industry of a country with a vl?w tc war gepr.bic of 
it eoasu res of goblllta*lcn ." 


Tho United Statos, tho British ttaplro, Chllo, Hothorlands, 




and Argontinn wiahrd tho underlined portion of paragraph 4 to 
bo omitted. Their dooloratlon pointod out that "thore io 
littlo in industry which oannot be turned almost irrsediatcly 
to purposes quito foroign to feho ordinrry posce-tlma objocts 
of tho industry and that, an e proctlor .1 natter, it would bo 
oxtremoly difficult to dotarnlno whet Industries of n oountry 
cro copcblo of bolng uood for war purposes without measures of 
mobilization..." 


. Tho sane oountrles, with tho exception of Argentina, 
and with the addition of Finland end i;wod. n, made the addition 
of trained reserves and stocks of mtorial as a part of peace¬ 
time ermoraonts. 


Tho Unitod States wished to delete the underlined por¬ 
tion of paragraph 3. 

(Leaguo of .Motions Preparatory Corr-isslon of .tho Disarma¬ 
ment Conforonco, Roport of Sub-coml. . 1 !on /..) 
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Quoatlon II (r) rirnda: "la it praotJoabln to limit the 
ultlmato war atrongth of c oo«mtry or muat any moaouroa of 
disarmament bo oonflncd to tho poaoo atrongth?/' 

Uub-comtnlaslon A submitted the following answer 'umn- 


imously: 

"/Tho Commlaalon7 la of tho opinion that It would not 
bo prnotlonblo to limit tho ultimate vmr atrongth of n country... 
It la poaalblo to limit...forces permanently tup Intelr.c d In poaoo- 
tlmo or onpublo of immediate uac without prollmlnar., mobilize- 
tion moasuroa. Thlu prinolplu 1b in tmy oano without projudloo 
to tho conditions of such limitation... 

"Thooroticnlly, limitations may bo looked for In the 
following directions 

1. Land, a. a, and nir offootlvoa constantly r.vnilDblo 

2. Length of voluntary- or oanpulaory sorvioo 

3. Land, navel, and air mntorial in uao and In rooorvo 

4. Expondl turo on training r nd the oont of materials 
for nramrunti "3 a whole 


5. Chemical pro r v’-r tt .m 
fi. Aeronautical preparation 


7. Preparations for utilizing thu mercantile 
marine 

istrrinl preparations in gun oral 


undertaken 
with r 

viow to war" 


/Fraotloul dlffloultioa wcro diaounaod na partn ol* tho 
onawors to othor qucatlona; boaldua the trnlncd-ronorvoe ,«md 
otook-pilofl hnrdlo, the- qu&ation of n supervisory ng..ncy rnd 
of budgotnry limitation woro roourront.7 

(League of Nations, Proparntory Commiaolon for tho Dlaaruirun.nt 
Conforonoo, Bopor t of Snb-c oruninnlon A.) 


Question II read*: "By what atmdnrda la it possible 
to morauro tho nmnnv.nta of one oountry against thj cmuvu.nto 
of unothor.. 

The report of Sub-oanraiooiou A before going into dotolla 
about tho particular problomn Involved (o.g., oampnring oon- 
aorlpt to voluntary arnica, oonpnrlng totrl tonnngo to tonnngo 
by clnoa, cto.) made tho following generalizationi 

Legitimately, only tho t momenta which may bo oompnrod 
arc thono of countriun between which It might bo poaalblc In 
wartime to oatnbliah o aort of equilibria na regards tholr 
oituation and rocourooo In coho of ettne!:. If other arc com¬ 
pared, the following considerations should not bo overlookedi 

(a) Oonpnrlsons urc appror.int to, even if not completely 
fnl8o; 

(b) "Compnrisono...could 0)»1; bo corroctud by ostimrt- 
lng the differences In resources end position In 
figures and by taking thoso differences Into account 
In most cc.a<*a, however, thooo difficulties lie 
precisely in factors which C'Jirot lo expressed In 
figures. Wo cm, then, only lake thooo clanont3 
Into account in th< form of in .IspaiooDlo commen¬ 
taries." 

(Leaguer*of Hattons, Preparatory Conulscion for the Disarmament 
Conference, lloiort of Sub-comnlFslon A .) 
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